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Koinon of the Cities in Pontus,” and its ability to affect local customs and norms through an assortment of
epigraphic, literary, numismatic and archaeological sources. The results of the study include new readings of
inscriptions, new proposals on the interpretation of the epigraphic record, and assessments on how they
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on consensus in the eparchia. The koinon, in turn, became a respected organisation and even a potentially
useful political instrument for dictating honors and social standing, which could both prolong or accelerate
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koinon was a vital political instrument, with socio-political significance beyond the expression of loyalty to
the imperial idea. It was an elite commission that determined local hierarchies and local standards based on
collective consensus. The legitimacy of this elite commission emanated from the need to worship the emperor,
but its power to influence or even control the behavior of individuals and cities originated from the socio-
economic standing of the participating elites. In short, the founding of the koinon would have led to a
redirection of local resources to the funding of koinon affairs and would have created regionally recognised
norms derived from some of the established standards and behaviors among its constituent communities,
while altering others.
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ABSTRACT 
THE LOCAL IMPACT OF THE KOINON IN ROMAN COASTAL PAPHLAGONIA 
Wu, Ching-Yuan 
Julia Wilker 
This dissertation studies the effects that a “koinon” in the Roman period could have on its 
constituent communities. The study traces the formation process of the koinon in Roman 
coastal Paphlagonia, called “the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus,” and its ability to affect 
local customs and norms through an assortment of epigraphic, literary, numismatic and 
archaeological sources. The results of the study include new readings of inscriptions, new 
proposals on the interpretation of the epigraphic record, and assessments on how they 
inform and change our opinion regarding the history and the regional significance of the 
coastal Paphlagonian koinon. This study finds that the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus in 
coastal Paphlagonia was a dynamic organisation whose membership and activities 
defined by the eparchic administrative boundary of the Augustan settlement and the 
juridical definition of the Pontic identity in the eparchic sense. The necessary process that 
forced the periodic selection of municipal peers to attain koinon leadership status not 
only created a socially distinct category of “koinon” elite but also elevated the koinon to 
extraordinary status based on consensus in the eparchia. The koinon, in turn, became a 
respected organisation and even a potentially useful political instrument for dictating 
honors and social standing, which could both prolong or accelerate individual and 
familial prominence at the eparchic or provincial level. As such, the coastal Paphlagonian 
!v
koinon was a vital political instrument, with socio-political significance beyond the 
expression of loyalty to the imperial idea. It was an elite commission that determined 
local hierarchies and local standards based on collective consensus. The legitimacy of this 
elite commission emanated from the need to worship the emperor, but its power to 
influence or even control the behavior of individuals and cities originated from the socio-
economic standing of the participating elites. In short, the founding of the koinon would 
have led to a redirection of local resources to the funding of koinon affairs and would 
have created regionally recognised norms derived from some of the established standards 
and behaviors among its constituent communities, while altering others. 
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INTRODUCTION 
     This dissertation, titled “The Local Impact of the Koinon in Roman Coastal 
Paphlagonia,” studies the effects that a “koinon” in the Roman period could have on its 
constituent communities. The introduction surveys the key concepts and approaches that 
inform the discussion in later chapters and examines how literary, epigraphic and 
numismatic sources are treated and why. 
    The koinon in coastal Paphlagonia is unique, given its several peculiarities of cultural 
and administrative geography. In the introduction, we discuss these parameters. We then 
take up the question of the sort of evidence we have and the approaches that this 
dissertation employs. We divide these discussions into three sections. The first and 
second concern what the spatial and organisational parameters are of the Koinon of the 
Cities in Pontus. The third section concerns the methodological approaches in this 
dissertation that are formulated expressly to address the peculiar nature of sources that 
are available to us, and how their range is presented in the following four chapters. 
!  
FIG. 1. GENERAL OVERVIEW OF COASTAL PAPHLAGONIA 
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1. Coastal Paphlagonia 
 The area of focus in this dissertation is the land between the coast of the Black Sea 
and the sprawling Olgassys range, with occasional plains but mostly rugged terrain all of 
which is cut into sections by deep river valleys running north-south.  This region was a 1
problem for the Greeks in the Classical period, and also difficult to the people that 
inhabited it. In Xenophon’s Anabasis the Sinopeans recommended the ten thousand to 
travel by sea from Sinope to Heraclea in order to avoid both the impassable river of the 
Parthenios and the Paphlagonians,  who were of different customs from the Greek 2
colonies of Sinope and Heraclea Pontica that settled among them.  In the Hellenistic 3
period the Diadoch Lysimachus took control of Heraclea Pontica following the death of 
the tyrant Dionysius of Heraclea and took Amastris, the wife of the Heraclean tyrant and 
a royal member of the Achaemenids, as his wife. Amastris subsequently divorced 
Lysimachos and founded her namesake city through synoecism, with the center being 
Sesamos at the estuary of the impassable Parthenios.  The three major cities alternated 4
between roles as allies and subjects of the Bithynian and the Mithridatic kingdoms during 
the Hellenistic period,  and were finally annexed by the Roman general Lucullus in 70 5
BCE.   6
 Magie 1950, 186-188.1
 Xen. Anab. 5.6.9.2
 Xen. Anab. 6.1.1-15 for Sinope, 6.2.1-19 for Heraclea.3
 Memnon BNJ (434) 4.9; Burstein 1974, 81-89.4
 For synopsis on contestation of Paphlagonia by the Bithynian and the Mithridatic kings in the second to 5
first centuries BCE, see Magie 1950, 185-212.
 Memnon BNJ (434) 32-37.6
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 Strabo informs us that when Pompey concluded the Third Mithridatic War and set 
about reorganising northern Anatolia he attached “a part of Pontus” to the historical 
kingdom of Bithynia (already a province in 74 BCE following the bequeathal of 
Nicomedes IV).  The main parameters defining the cultural and administrative geography 7
of “coastal Paphlagonia” come from Strabo, who distinguishes Paphlagonia ἐπὶ θαλάττῃ 
from εἴς τὴν µεσόγαιαν.  The relevant passage is useful to our current discussion and is to 8
be cited in the following. 
πρὸς ἕω µὲν τοίνυν ὁ Ἅλυς ὅριον τῶν Παφλαγόνων, πρὸς νότον δὲ Φρύγες καὶ οἱ 
ἐποικήσαντες Γαλάται, πρὸς δύσιν δὲ Βιθυνοὶ καὶ Μαριανδυνοί (τὸ γὰρ τῶν 
Καυκώνων γένος ἐξέφθαρται τελέως πάντοθεν), πρὸς ἄρκτον δὲ ὁ Εὔξεινος ἔστι. 
τῆς δὲ χώρας ταύτης διῃρηµένης εἴς τε τὴν µεσόγαιαν καὶ τὴν ἐπὶ θαλάττῃ 
διατείνουσαν ἀπὸ τοῦ Ἅλυος µέχρι Βιθυνίας, ἑκατέραν τὴν µὲν παραλίαν ἕως τῆς 
Ἡρακλείας εἶχεν ὁ Εὐπάτωρ, τῆς δὲ µεσογαίας τὴν µὲν ἐγγυτάτω ἔσχεν, ἧς τινα 
καὶ πέραν τοῦ Ἅλυος διέτεινε (καὶ µέχρι δεῦρο τοῖς Ῥωµαίοις ἡ Ποντικὴ ἐπαρχία 
ἀφώρισται), τὰ λοιπὰ δ᾽ ἦν ὑπὸ δυνάσταις καὶ µετὰ τὴν Μιθριδάτου κατάλυσιν.  
On the east, then, the Paphlagonians are bounded by the Halys River; on the south 
by Phrygians and the Galatians who settled among them; on the west by the 
Bithynians and the Mariandyni (for the race of the Cauconians has everywhere 
been destroyed), and on the north by the Euxine. Now this country was divided 
into two parts, the interior and the part on the sea, each stretching from the Halys 
River to Bithynia; and Eupator not only held the coast as far as Heracleia, but also 
took the nearest part of the interior, certain portions of which extended across the 
Halys (and the boundary of the Pontic Province has been marked off by the 
Romans as far as this). [Trans. Jones] 
Strabo defines Paphlagonia “on the sea” as the area between the Halys river and Bithynia 
and north of the Olgassys, with Pompeiopolis as the border region separating it from 
 Notices on the bequest of Bithynian king Nicomedes IV, Liv. Per. 93, A Mithr. 2.7; on Pompey’s 7
organisation of northern Anatolia, Liv. Per. 102; regarding “a part of Pontus,” Strab. 17.3.25.
 Strab. 12.3.98
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interior Paphlagonia. The following offers an approximate representation of coastal 
Paphlagonia in the Roman period.  
!  
FIG. 2. GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE DOUBLE PROVINCE OF PONTUS-BITHYNIA 
 The parameters of Bithynia and also coastal and inner Paphlagonia outlined here 
are based on a series of maps reproduced from Christian Marek’s reconstruction of the 
municipal territorium of the cities in Bithynia, Paphlagonia and Pontus in the Roman 
period.  Marek’s method was based on topographical features along with known findsites 9
of inscriptions that bear clear references to the belonging of a city.  The resulting images 10
are an approximation of the political definition envisioned by the Roman administrators.  
 Marek 1993, Beilage 2-3.9
 Marek 1993, 65-71.10
!4
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FIG. 3. GENERAL OVERVIEW OF THE CITIES IN PONTUS-BITHYNIA 
 Marek’s approximation is also based on multiple layers of literary sources. Most 
notable is Strabo’s description, which makes plain that much of the schematic rationale 
that the Roman administrators worked with was based on pre-existing conceptions of 
cultural geography. In particular, Strabo thought it important to point out that the “Pontic 
eparchia” (ἡ Ποντικὴ ἐπαρχία) was demarcated upon the territory that Mithridates 
actually held. The relationship of this Pontic eparchia with Bithynia is clearly defined in 
the letters of Pliny the Younger to Trajan. Pliny’s charge was legatus pro praetore 
provinciae Ponti et Bithyniae consulari potestate imperatore . . . Traiano,  and the 11
 ILS 2927 in Sherwin-White 1966, 732; cf. McDermott 1971, 89. 11
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specific territories that he oversaw can be identified from the letters that he dispatched to 
Trajan regarding Heraclea and Tium,  as well as Amastris,  Sinope  and Amisus.  12 13 14 15
 The list of cities over which Pliny held authority formed the “Pontic” section of 
what modern scholars have conveniently called “double province.” To understand what a 
double province was, one needs to consider its basic units, the eparchia. An eparchia can 
be losely translated as a province, but the essence of the word is “provincia,” which 
pertained to regions of responsibility that were designated to a magistrate or procurator.  16
Known procurators with cursus honorum that specified the eparchiai under their 
jurisdiction offer a clear view that provinciae/eparchiai could be variously assigned in 
different combinations.  There are also eparchiai that were customarily combined and 17
assigned to one magistrate, in which case, in our modern conception, the individual 
eparchia under such combinations would form a “sub-provincial” unit: e.g., the eparchia 
of Pontus under the province of Pontus-Bithynia. 
 Notably, Pliny the Younger recognised Paphlagonia as a region within his 
jurisdiction. Pliny informed Trajan of the support that was provided to the imperial 
procurator Gemellinus, who was on a journey “to Paphlagonia” to obtain grain.  Yet 18
Paphlagonia did not seem to have been the proper term to describe the cities and peoples 
 Plin. Ep. 10.75.12
 Plin. Ep. 10.98-99.13
 Plin. Ep. 10.90-91.14
 Plin. Ep. 10.92-93.15
 Vitale 2012, 13; cf. Bertrand 1989, 191-215.16
 Vitale 2012, 21-27.17
 Plin. Ep. 10.27.18
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that populated it. When Pliny spoke of Iulius Largus, who bequeathed his estate to the 
cities of Heraclea and Tium, he described Largus as “from Pontus,” although these cities 
were, in the ethnic geography that Strabo described, Paphlagonian.  Here, Pliny invokes 19
the administrative and juridical sense of “Ponticness,” just as do his reports to Trajan 
regarding the legal statutes that regulated the “cities of Bithynia and Pontus”  and “the 20
citizens of Pontus.”  Unfortunately Pliny did not comment on what sort of geographical 21
distinction Amisus had: as the sole city among the Pontic eparchia in the double province 
east of the Halys river, Amisus seems less Paphlagonian but more Pontic. This 
phenomenon was due to Marcus Antonius’ policy of establishing a host of client 
kingdoms in northern Anatolia, resulting in the sudden shrinkage of the Pontic eparchia 
that was attached to the province of Bithynia.  By the time of the first Augustan 22
settlement the double province of Pontus-Bithynia had become “Bithynia, with the 
Propontis and some parts of Pontus.”  The parts so referred to are the six cities discussed 23
earlier, namely Heraclea Pontica, Tium, Amastris, Abonuteichos, Sinope and Amisus. 
Comparing the geographer’s view with that of the governor’s, we sense both the 
continuation of the pre-Roman legacy of coastal Paphlagonia as a spatial and ethnic 
 Plin. Ep. 10.75. 19
 Plin. Ep. 10.108, to which effect Trajan replies in the same manner in Ep. 10.109.20
 Plin. Ep. 10.112.21
 Marek 1993, 49-51.22
 Strab. 17.3.25. ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀρχαῖς γε διέθηκε ποιήσας ὑπατικὰς µὲν δύο . . . δέκα δὲ στρατηγικάς . . . δεκάτην 23
δὲ Βιθυνίαν µετὰ τῆς Προποντίδος καὶ τοῦ Πόντου τινῶν µερῶν [but he arranged (the empire) into 
divisions of rule, creating on the one hand two consular positions . . . and on the other ten praetorian 
positions . . . and the tenth being Bithynia with the Propontis and some parts of Pontus.]
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concept working along a set of Roman administrative and legal mechanisms.  How these 24
aspects of cultural geography relate to the koinon in coastal Paphlagonia is to be 
discussed in the following section.  
 To summarise, the overlap between the cultural, administrative and organisational 
parameters that define what “coastal Paphlagonia" means in this dissertation, we return 
briefly to Strabo’s definition of “Paphlagonia on the coast.” This definition captures the 
territories excluding Amisus. Yet, to invoke the latent legacies of the Hellenistic cultural 
past embedded in the concept of Paphlagonia, and to avoid confusion by calling the area 
of study Pontic, we define coastal Paphlagonia as including Amisus, based on proximity 
and also the Roman administrative rationale that Amisus was better attached to the group 
of cities west of the Halys than east of it. Accordingly, coastal Paphlagonia, coastal 
Paphlagonian cities and the coastal Paphlagonian koinon will appear in this dissertation 
with such sets of parameters based on historical, cultural and administrative 
considerations. 
2. A Coastal Paphlagonian Koinon 
 As we move to discuss the koinon in coastal Paphlagonia we first need briefly to 
define what a koinon was in the Roman period. Barbara Burrell’s definition remains 
strikingly accurate and useful to cite here in full. 
“A koinon was an organisation of cities of similar ethnic background and interests 
within a region, bound together by the practice of a particular cult. Under the 
 Relevant information rehearsed in Madsen 2009, pp. 29-40.24
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Empire the central cult of most koina was that of a living human being, the emperor 
of Rome.”   25
The clarity of this sentence overshadows some of the more complex variations among the 
koinon in the eastern provinces.  A glance at the proposed translations of the term 26
“koinon” in modern scholarship reveals the potential issues of typology. The koinon has 
been variously translated as representative government, league, federation, commonalty, 
or provincial assembly. Some translations adopt the Latin term “commune” or suggest a 
sort of synthetic provincial entity that arose in response to Roman administrative 
organisations. Others invoke the historical legacy of the Hellenistic koinon or ethnos.  It 27
is also important to point out that Burrell’s emphasis on “similar ethnic background” is 
true in general, but there are significant questions with regard to the coastal Paphlagonian 
koinon, which name, “the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus,” placed no emphasis on 
ethnicity but rather the urban nature of its constituent communities.  These factors render 28
necessary the step of specifying how the koinon is defined in this dissertation. 
 In this dissertation, the working rationale privileges the synthetic sense of 
“commune.” The reason is that, while some koina in the eastern provinces seemed to 
have retained some form of ethnically orientated basis, not unlike like their counterparts 
 Burrell 2004, 2.25
 Marek 2016, 415-423, for more recent overview of koina in Anatolia.26
 Vitale 2012, 31-40. Cf. Madsen 2009, 40-45; Burrell 2004, 2-3; Deininger 1965, 156-158; Larsen 1955, 27
106. The key passage concerning the relationship between ethnos and koinon is in the Digest, where it is 
stated that “Ἔθνους ἱερ<ωσύνη>, οἷον Ἀσιαρχία, Βιθυνιαρχία, Καππαδοκαρχία, παρέχει ἀλειτουργησίαν 
ἀπὸ ἐπιτροπῶν, τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν ἕως ἂν ἄρχῃ”, Dig. 27.1.6.14 [the priesthood of an ethnos, such as the Asiarch, 
the Bithyniarch or the Cappadocarch, relieves the officeholder from the service as guardian as long as he is 
in office; translation mine]). Mommsen, in Momsen & Kruger 1985, 783-784, adopts Politianus’s 
suggestion of ἱεραρχία in order to complete the sense of the text, which is based on the Basilica, where 
Asiarchs are “οἱ ἱερεῖς τῶν ἐπαρχιῶν.” Cf. Magie 1950, 1299.
 See chapter 2 for discussion.28
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in the Classical and Hellenistic periods,  there are numerous others that show synthetic 29
qualities. These include their lack of administrative and juridical capacities, as well as 
their apparent focus on worship of the emperor.  Yet some koina are created not 30
according to their historical ethnicity but by provincial boundaries. Hence the Koinon of 
the Hellenes in Asia encompassed various ethnically distinct regions,  and so too the 31
coastal Paphlagonian koinon, called “the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus” in Trajanic 
period inscriptions, did not emphasise any sense of ethnic identity but rather the fact that 
it was a collection of cities. We note that some sense of “eparchic” collectivism seemed to 
have developed during the first three centuries CE that may have ethnic connotations  32
due to the evolvement of the Roman juridical category of “Ponticus” in the lex Pompeia, 
a topic to be discussed in the first chapter. 
 Regarding what the koinon in the eastern provinces did in general, the simple 
answer is emperor worship, though the dynamics were far more complicated. There was a 
range of activities that emanate from the administration, organisation and financing of 
imperial cults, and when coupled with the koinon’s close relationship with the emperor, 
the influence or “impact” of the koinon on its constituent communities exceeded the 
simple adulation of the emperor's person.  The complexity had not been of particular 33
interest to ancient and modern historians alike. Tacitus’ negative view on the worship of 
 Larsen 1968, 498-505.29
 Deininger 1965, 158-161.30
 Mitchell 2008, 185-186 and 194-195 on the separation of demoi and ethne in the list of communities in 31
the lex portorii Asiae, in connection with the Asiatic koinon.
 Vitale 2012, 182.32
 Edelmann-Singer 2012, 166-174. Price 1984, 102-132, explores the various dynamics that emanate from 33
imperial cults.
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the emperor as Greek adulatory was only part of the reason why scholars such as Peter 
Brunt viewed the importance of the koinon as mediocre at best.  One could turn to the 34
observations of Paul Guiraud in his systematic study (1887) that the koina in the eastern 
provinces (and the concilia in the west) played no apparent role during the civil wars of 
the Principate, and treat these “provincial” institutions as of minimal importance to 
understanding the course of Roman history.  A similar assessment by Jürgen Deininger 35
(1965) also found the official apparatus of the koinon limited,  with little or no financial 36
measures other than electing wealthy elites to bear the cost of its festivities and 
spectacles.  Deininger did take note of the fact that imperial rescripts  and repetundae 37 38
cases from the eastern provinces  indicate that the koina were important “interest 39
groups” that negotiated directly with the emperors,  but these did not fundamentally 40
change the fact that the koinon as an institution was primarily dependent upon the charity 
and contributions of wealthy elites.  As a result any positive assessment of the koinon’s 41
capacities must begin by assessing elite participation. 
 Fergus Millar, in his positive review of Deininger, took note that he was so 
concerned with offering a balanced assessment of the koinon's actual capacities that he 
 Such as Brunt 1961, 189-227, es 212. Tac. Ann. 6.18, a discussion on such negative views surveyed in 34
Price 1984, 13-14, attributing to Christian perspective.
 Guiraud 1887, 216-217.35
 Deininger 1965, 192.36
 Deininger 1965, 161.37
 Sørensen 2016, 59 for list.38
 Sørensen 2016, 64 for list.39
 Deininger 1965, 161-169.40
 Deininger 1965, 171.41
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may have downplayed the koinon’s organisational significance.  Millar’s assessment 42
found that there were significant financial, juridical, and policy implications embedded 
within the contacts between emperors and the koina in the eastern provinces.  Recent 43
epigraphic discoveries also contributed to this new strand of scholarship. Edelmann-
Singer’s works (2012; 2015) represent the most systematic and up-to-date approaches. 
Her primary method was to highlight the koinon’s “Finanzkraft” by inductively 
considering all known samples of income and expenditure of the koina in the eastern 
provinces, thereby demonstrating that koina not only also maintained regular staff and 
serviced the temples and ceremonies. The permanent maintenance of personnel, space 
and ritual implies a regular expenditure, but also had regular income aside from the 
election of the wealthy from constituent cities.  Most specific examples are from the 44
Lycian koinon, where we know from Strabo that cities received different numbers of 
votes in the koinon synedrion based on contribution, and the exact amount of contribution 
for at least the city of Myra (7000 denarii) is known from a recently published 
inscription.  We note that this was a sum contributed in proportion to the 2 1/2 percent 45
customs tax that Myra collected on behalf of the Lycian koinon, which in turn was given 
the collection of taxes as part of the reformed customs law promulgated by the imperial 
government.  Edelmann-Singer further proposed a new meaning of the “interest group” 46
 Millar 1966, 388-389.42
 Millar 1977, 385-394, esp. 391-393.43
 Edelmann-Singer 2012, 167-174.44
 Takmer 2007, 177-178.45
 Marek 2006, 215 for synopsis and comparison with Asiatic customs systems.46
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that Deininger used to describe the koinon’s role as negotiating party with imperial 
administrators. She set Deininger’s sense of the “lobbying” interest group below what she 
considered a “network structure,” which involved both the “lobbying” aspect as well as a 
system of information exchange between elites that could lower transaction cost.  The 47
result is an entirely new “koinon” context of provincial elite interaction that even 
Edelmann-Singer herself has yet fully to explore due to the range of literary and 
epigraphic sources available. 
 To treat the koinon as an elite network structure further brings Deininger’s 
observation to the fore, that the importance of the koinon was contingent upon the elite 
participating in it.  This anticipates the basic dynamic underlying the election of the 48
leadership of koina in the Roman period, which was an important process that allowed 
admissible peers of the municipal elite to be designated in order to ensure that the 
maintenance of provincial imperial temples and sanctuaries was properly executed.  49
Through this channel of election, respected families of a koinon’s constituent cities would 
be more likely to become High Priests of the provincial imperial cult, as their local 
stature and financial stability offered the most proper form of representation to negotiate 
with emperors and their agents on behalf of the leading members of the constituent cities 
of the koinon.  As Edelmann-Singer suggested, such gathering of the most selective 50
 Edelmann-Singer 2015, 258-268.47
 Burrell 2004, 350-356. Edelmann-Singer 2015, 153-182.48
 Edelmann-Singer 2015, 198-212.49
 There are excellent studies on Bithynia by Fernoux 2004, 349-360, and Bekker-Nielsen 2008, 82-97 on 50
organisation and 97-117 on the political class of those on the urban and the regional levels of Bithynian 
politics. For Asia the literature is extensive, for synopsis see Edelmann-Singer 2015, 198-205.
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group of cities amounts to an info-network that made the koinon valuable as a platform 
for exchanging information of opportunities and prospects that could further improve the 
familial or personal interests of the elites themselves.  In turn, it is such prospect of self-51
aggrandisement as the key incentive (if indeed in addition to personal zeal to demonstrate 
patriotism as A. H. M. Jones assumed) that makes the risk of bankruptcy a rational 
choice. There is also additional authority that elites would covet. A koinon would also 
decide other local issues such as the bestowal of honors and matters concerning the 
festivities held in honor of the emperors and leading figures of the imperial household. 
Also, the koinon’s legal standing to pursue repetundae cases against governors and to 
petition emperors represented one of the best opportunities for elites who wished to 
perform extraordinary services, such as embassies to Rome and arguing before the 
Roman Senate. 
 The combination of provincial representation and elite participation made the 
koinon an asset to Roman administrators, for politically contentious or nuanced problems 
in various locales required more than the authority of the imperial establishment. These 
occasions rarely appear in the literary and epigraphical sources, but we learn of the 
Roman governor of Macedonia and Achaia having instructed the Macedonian koinon to 
arbitrate a boundary dispute,  while the governor of Asia ordered the Asiatic koinon to 52
assist in his effort to promulgate a new provincial calendar.  There is also the new 53
inscription from Lycia that shows the High Priest of Lycia included in the Neronian 
 Edelmann-Singer 2015, 253-269.51
 IG IX 2 261. SEG 45.610. Decourt 1996 10-13 no. 13. Helly 1997, 531 no. 298.52
 On the promulgation of the calendar of Asia, see Stern 2012, 274-284.53
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customs tax reform to take responsibility for collection.  These suggest that the 54
administrative role of the koinon would depend upon the occasional delegation of power 
from Roman governors and emperors, though such cases were contingent upon need. 
Together with elite participation, these aspects of the koinon as a regional institution in 
the eastern provinces are important to placing the coastal Paphlagonian koinon in context, 
which the following chapters aim to achieve.  
 Several points are useful to mention here before they are explored more 
extensively. First of all, the name of the koinon in coastal Paphlagonia found on two 
inscriptions from Heraclea Pontica and Amastris respectively, discussed in chapter one, 
indicates that it was unlikely to be an ethnically based Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. 
Secondly, the spatial contours of the koinon can be generally mapped out by the findsites 
of other inscriptions that mentioned koinon offices such as the High Priesthood of Pontus 
and the Pontarchate, which included Heraclea Pontica, Amastris, Sinope and Amisus, 
suggesting that the koinon and the Pontic eparchia of the double province were likely 
coterminous.  Thirdly, the use of the term “coastal Paphlagonia koinon” aims to separate 55
the eparchia of Pontus from other eparchia of similar names, specifically Pontus 
Polemoniacus in Cappadocia and Pontus Galaticus in Galatia,  which later formed the 56
so-called Pontus Mediterraneus.  Scholars posit that each of the eparchiai had a koinon 57
of its own that was coterminous with the eparchic boundaries, though considerable debate 
 Takmer 2007, 177-178.54
 Marek 1993, 51-62.55
 Vitale 2012, 174-180. 56
 Vitale 2012, 198-203.57
!15
continues regarding the exact number of cities that were included in each of the Pontic 
koina.  We note, however, that there is considerable debate regarding whether a koinon 58
would be co-terminous with the eparchia to which it belonged.  Current scholarly 59
discourse has moved towards the view that the koinon is a detached subsidiary 
organisation of an eparchia, and their hierarchical relationship is contingent upon the 
occasional delegation of Roman administrative tasks, but not without occasional 
pushback from scholars who saw a potentially extensive koina in the model of the 
Panhellenion or the Amphictyonic league that crosses several provinciae.  Until 60
definitive evidence surfaces, the conservative approach is to refrain from assuming that 
the Pontic eparchia and the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus were coterminous, but rather to 
emphasise that the evidence available to us gives a good indication that coastal 
Paphlagonia was a core region within the koinon. 
3. Sources, Methodology and Approaches 
 Scholars who have studied coastal Paphlagonia in the Roman period tend not to 
treat it as a region of its own, but view it as an assemblage of cities within the framework 
of the Mithridatic kingdom that became attached to Bithynia by Pompey and defies 
explanation. Analysis can tilt towards the perspective of coastal Paphlagonia as the 
continuation of the city-state, as described by A. H. M. Jones’ chapter on Bithynia and 
 For brief synopsis, Sørensen 2016, 77-78. 58
 Sørensen 2016, 69-70; Vitale 2012, 31-38.59
 Loriot 2006; Mitchell 2002.60
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Pontus.  Jones treated Amastris, Sinope and Amisus as the coastal Greek cities of the 61
Mithridatic kingdom, and separate from the towns of the kingdom’s interior, which 
included “Pontic Paphlagonia” and “Pontus” proper.  T.R.S. Broughton’s economic 62
survey of Asia Minor (1938) treated the cities of coastal Paphlagonia more as nodes 
within Pontus-Bithynia, and also hierarchically subject to Bithynia, as he was of the 
opinion that “it seems likely that there was only one provincial assembly, which met at 
Nicomedia, since the evidence for the Pontic koinon is late, and the reports of 
prosecutions of imperial officials name the Bithyni only.”   63
 D. R. Wilson's unpublished dissertation (1960) marks an important model of study 
that combined coastal Paphlagonia's administrative and political history through his own 
autopsy and greater consideration of the geographical features as well as archaeological 
survey data collected by scholars from Turkish museums. His findings help clarify the 
underlying rationale (or lack thereof) behind the provincial organisations of the regions of 
Bithyni, Paphlagonia and Pontus. Wilson's study helped provide a more accurate contour 
of the territories of Heraclea, Tium, Amastris Abonuteichos, Sinope and Amisus based on 
findsites of inscriptions and geographical features, and advanced our understanding of the 
territories that were affected by successive reorganisations of provincial boundaries. He 
did not assign any social, economic or cultural significance to the existence of the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus, nor did he attempt to associate what he called the potential rivalry 
between Heraclea and Amastris in their mutual claim to the status of metropolis in the 
 Jones 1937 [1971], 147-173.61
 Jones 1937 [1971], 157-158.62
 Broughton 1938, 709.63
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Trajanic period with dynamics associated with the koinon. Most importantly, Wilson's 
analysis of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus privileged a questionable reading of a key 
inscription from Heraclea Pontica, resulting in the assessment that there were ten cities 
included in the koinon, as well as of its the territorial extent and nature.  We note that 64
this evidence from Heraclea Pontica is now lost, but Ernst Kalinka, whose autopsy on the 
inscription is the most recent published account, emphasised that the Greek numeral iota 
representing the number ten reported in earlier editions of the stone did not exist.  In 65
other words, Wilson’s approach to coastal Paphlagonia is important due to its 
methodological value, but his interpretation of the relationship between coastal 
Paphlagonia and the koinon cannot for evidentiary reasons be accepted. 
 Louis Robert’s A travers L'Asie Mineure (1980) also treated the cities in coastal 
Paphlagonia within a loose northern Anatolian framework, but focused more on cultural 
rather than administrative aspects. His discussion on how the rivers Parthenos, Mélès, 
Billaios, Ladon and Thermodon defined the shared experience of the Bithynian and 
Paphlagonian cities connected by them is an important observation, particularly in light 
of his attempt to draw a connection with the work of Konrad Kraft (1972), who identified 
shared dies between cities that happened to have shared rivers.  Robert’s study is 66
important, for it finds that there were regions or micro-regions between cities that were 
more interconnected due to factors such as shared geographical features and hydrology, 
and these factors create different layers of regionalism in parallel with the administrative 
 Wilson 1960, 524-526.64
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region artificially demarcated by Roman administrators as instruments of jurisdiction, 
taxation and governance.  
 Christian Marek's study (1993) of coastal Paphlagonia can be described as a 
combination of the virtues of both Wilson's and Robert’s accounts, and his analysis is 
necessary to present here. Marek agreed in principle with Wilson that the koinon attested 
in Heraclea and Amastris was once a large Pontic koinon spanning several provinces on 
both sides of the Halys river, but this was its earlier phase immediately following the 
Pompeian organisation of the double province.  Subsequent territorial arrangements in 67
northern Anatolia had cut away much of this “Pompeian” Pontic province and koinon, 
and the final residue – which Marek termed the “restpontisches koinon” – was all that 
remained attached to the province of Bithynia in the First Augustan Settlement mentioned 
earlier.  Marek further presented an important analysis of the series of scholarship 68
traditions regarding the extent of the koinon attested in coastal Paphlagonia that remains 
influential today. Marek identified two camps in the scholarly tradition, the unitarian and 
the analytic, which are still rehearsed and debated.   69
 The unitarian position is that there was a Pontic koinon created after the Pompeian 
organisation, which continued to exist even after the modifications of the territories of 
northern Anatolia set by Marcus Antonius, the First Augustan Settlement and subsequent 
 Marek 1993, 26-46.67
 Marek 1993, 73-82.68
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reorganisations under Nero, Vespasian and Antoninus Pius.  Marek supported the 70
analytic camp, and in particular the key evidence – a coin issue of Geta from Neocaesarea 
– that was used to support the theory.  On the reverse of this coin issue is the legend 71
ΚΟΙΝ(ΩΝ) ΠΟΝ(ΤΟΥ) ΝΕΟΚΑΙ(ΣΑΡΕΙΑ) ΜΗΤΡΟ(ΠΟΛΙΣ) and the image of a seated 
tyche holding cornucopia, flanked by two tychai to her right, and three to her left.  72
Chapot was the first to argue that the number of tychai depicted on the reverse field 
represented the number of members of the koinon, and the central seated figure was the 
metropolis Neocaesarea herself. The exact cities represented by the tychai on this coin 
can be debated, but as Marek and the analysts pointed out, the six figures happened to 
match the exact number of the province Pontus Mediterraneus that was formed either 
under Trajan or Hadrian, and the simplest explanation would be that the artist had in mind 
the six cities that coincided with both the new province and the new koinon.   73
 Given this reasoning, Marek was confident in reconstructing two Pontic koina: the 
first being the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, including Heraclea Pontica, Tium, 
Amastris, Abonuteichos, Sinope and Amisus in the double province of Pontus-Bithynia, 
the second being the Koinon of Pontus, including Amaseia, Zela, Sebastopolis, Comana, 
Neocaesarea and Sebastea. Marek placed such distinction within the framework that 
Strabo provided in 12.3, with the reasoning that, while the Pompeian province of Pontus-
Bithynia must have encompassed all of the territories under Mithridates Eupator, 
 Marek 1993, 74-75. The Unitarian position continues to be supported by various scholars, notably Loriot 70
2006, Dalaison 2014.
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subsequent changes under Marcus Antonius and Augustus led to a separation between the 
six cities of the Koinon of Pontus in Neocaesarea and the six cities in the Koinon of the 
Cities in Pontus, which was an administrative division. Therefore Marek called the 
Koinon of the Cities in Pontus the “restpontisches koinon,” because it comprised the 
cities that remained in the Pompeian double province of Pontus-Bithynia.   74
 The influence of Marek’s study is most evident in the works of Marco Vitale (2012) 
and Søren Sørensen (2016). Vitale continued with the analytic hypothesis that all koina 
would have been coterminous with individual eparchiai, and set out to delineate and 
describe each of the koina in the eastern provinces. Most relevant to this dissertation is 
Vitale’s interpretation of the dynamics between the Bithynian and the coastal 
Paphlagonian koinon as hierarchic, based on the fact that no clear metropolis is attested 
in coastal Paphlagonian cities for much of the first to third centuries CE.  Since in each 75
of the attested cases of repetundae trials the sources emphasise that it was the Bithynians 
who represented the province, Vitale assumed that this was indicative of the subordinate 
status of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon.  Søren Sørensen pointed out, however, that 76
there is no clear indication that the repetundae trials were brought to the Roman Senate 
by the koinon and therefore, while Vitale’s hierarchic interpretation can resolve the issue 
of the lack of a clear metropolis for the coastal Paphlagonian koinon, this solution is built 
on a questionable basis.   77
 Marek 1993, 77 fn. 534.74
 Save for brief periods in the reign of Trajan, where Heraclea Pontica and Amastris issued metropolis 75
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 To conclude this brief survey of prior scholarship concerning coastal Paphlagonia 
and the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, this dissertation approaches the problem of the 
unitarian and analytic debate by first emphasising the fact that 1) both camps agree that 
the Pompeian province of Pontus-Bithynia was likely influential in formulating a Pontic 
koinon, and 2) the main difference between the two camps is in the interpretation of the 
aftermath of this Pontic koinon following the various arrangements of the territories of 
northern Anatolia. Notably, the common premise of both camps is that a “Pompeian” 
Pontic koinon already existed by the mid-first century BCE. In the first chapter we 
examine reasons for doubting this premise. There are indications that the coastal 
Paphlagonian koinon did not exist until much later in the Julio-Claudian period, and 
Xavier Loriot argues for a Flavian or even Trajanic date.  If the coastal Paphlagonian 78
koinon was founded later than the Bithynian koinon, this leads to the question why the 
founding of a koinon that only belonged to the cities of coastal Paphlagonia was of any 
importance at all, and to whose advantage. It also becomes interesting to consider 
whether the formation process of the koinon can be traced through the assortment of 
literary, epigraphic, numismatic and archaeological evidence. Also, the founding of the 
koinon would necessarily lead to a redirection of municipal resources to the funding of 
koinon affairs, as well as creating or emphasising certain regionally accepted norms that 
eventually lead to changes in its constituent communities. These aspects are the focus of 
the individual chapters that are introduced in the following. 
 Loriot 2006, 528-532.78
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    In the first chapter, we consider how the cities of coastal Paphlagonia were able to 
form a regionally distinct koinon despite never having done so in the Hellenistic period or 
earlier. We consider whether koinon formation in coastal Paphlagonia was a top-down or 
bottom-up process, and the first chapter addresses this problem from comparative as well 
as qualitative approaches. In the comparative approach we ask the same question of the 
formation process of the Bithynian koinon, and trace its possible origins to two factors. 
The first is the development of a sense of Bithynian unity in the course of events in the 
second triumviral period, which naturally led to the exclusion of non-Bithynian cities in 
coastal Paphlagonia following the Augustan mandate for the Bithynians to take charge of 
the worship of the imperial cult by the early Augustan period. The second factor is the 
development of an "eparchic" identity of Pontikos. This identity, first delineated in the 
Pompeian law, took root in coastal Paphlagonia and likely became exclusive to it, as the 
residual eparchy of Pontus remained attached to Bithynia from the Pompeian organisation 
to the reforms of Diocletian, but was not merged with it. The two factors -- the exclusion 
of coastal Paphlagonia from the Bithynian assembly, and the growing eparchic identity in 
coastal Paphlagonia -- were conducive to the formation of a coastal Paphlagonian 
assembly but were not necessarily the direct cause of formation. We propose that a 
statuary group near Amastris created by the perpetuus sacerdos Divi Augusti Gaius Iulius 
Aquila may be evidence of an imperial cult assimilated between Theos Hypsistos and 
Augustus that had in mind a broad audience beyond Amastris and might be the cult object 
of a coastal Paphlagonian assembly.  
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    In the second chapter, we focus on two inscriptions that contain decrees issued by the 
coastal Paphlagonian koinon. The two inscriptions are vitally important because they 
contain the full name of the koinon as “the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus,” but the two 
inscriptions are not extensive and hence of limited informational value for the 
reconstruction of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon’s organisation and administration. 
Nevertheless, a close reading of the inscriptions still allows us to discuss two problems 
that the koinon ought to have been regularly concerned with, namely its ability to 
influence local institutions, and its concerns regarding the (s)election of koinon officials. 
In the second chapter, we also train our focus on the city of Amatris, which was the 
findsite of the majority of inscriptions that mention officials of the coastal Paphlagonian 
koinon. We survey and study koinon personnel in order to situate the leadership of the 
koinon within the social and spatial context of the city’s territory. 
 In the third chapter, we examine evidence of festivities that were held by the coastal 
Paphlagonian koinon. A critical indicator of the vitality of koina in the Eastern provinces 
was how they presented agonistic competitions and gladiatorial spectacles. We are 
fortunate to have three inscriptions that could be plausibly associated with the koinon’s 
performance of festivities, though each has issues that affect their evidential value. Of 
note is one inscription paraphrased in the travelogue of Pascal Fourcade (1811), which 
may have mentioned in detail the cultic and gladiatorial activities of the koinon as well as 
the elites that oversaw them. However, considerable problems arise from the loss of the 
stone and from conflicting readings, problems which the third chapter addressed. We also 
seek to examine the validity of Cumont’s proposal in identifying a story of a gladiatorial 
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event from Lucian's Toxaris or On Friendship as a koinon event. Cumont's claim is 
intriguing, for if true, it would mean that Lucian’s account could provide much more 
substance for the coastal Paphlagonian koinon than any other epigraphic source, but this 
is difficult to substantiate. We approach the problem by studying two mechanisms in the 
story, the hiring of fighters and the paying of volunteers, to see what facts Lucian may 
have built upon and whether the resulting narrative is helpful to our understanding of how 
the coastal Paphlagonian koinon may have presented gladiatorial spectacles. 
    In the fourth chapter, we take on the question of the koinon's local impact from the 
perspective of time reckoning. The epigraphic and numismatic records show that cities in 
coastal Paphlagonia recorded the year with different epochs, as each epoch signified a 
specific historical moment that citizens considered significant. The city of Sinope, for 
instance, reckoned its year with the so-called colonial epoch, which began in 44 BCE 
when it received a Roman colony under Caesar. Surprisingly, Sinope changed its epoch in 
the reign of Septimius Severus and coincided with the so-called Lucullan era of Amastris, 
which was used in Amastris continuously from 70 BCE to at least the reign of Philip the 
Arab. The significance of this shift in epoch has been suggested from the municipal 
perspective by Wolfgang Leschhorn (1993) to have been a matter of factional strife or 
adherence to anti-Caesarian signals from the imperial center. In the fourth chapter, we 
examine the possibility that another factor attributable to Sinope's change of its epoch 
was related to the regionalisation process that we observed from previous discussions on 
the involvement of the coastal Paphlagonian elites and the various festivities of the 
Koinon of the Cities in Pontus in the second and third chapters. The difficulty in studying 
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the connection between the shift of time reckoning of Sinope with regionalising forces 
primarily lies in the lack of sources, a recurrent theme. To address this issue, we focus on 
the unique body of evidence of time reckoning from Amastris, which shows considerable 
overlap between numismatic and epigraphic examples of using the Lucullan era. 
Assessment of time reckoning in Amastris from the Hellenistic and the Roman periods 
indicates that we need to consider two distinct systems of time reckoning at work in 
Roman coastal Paphlagonia: that of the month and year. The reckoning of the month 
poses the most significant challenge, as only Amastris in the Roman period appears to 
have the habit of specifying the month in epigraphic context. Treating Amastris as a case 
study is again necessary. The reckoning of the year is different, for as noted before, it is 
the convergence of the Sinopean with the Amastrian reckoning of the year that lies at the 
heart of the problem at hand. A full survey of known methods of reckoning the year 
among coastal Paphlagonian cities is still essential. Individualistic time reckoning was 
socially significant to the everyday lives of Sinopeans and Amastrians. Even though we 
do not have any evidence that illuminates Sinopean reactions, the change in the reckoning 
of the year must have been a significant political signal that would have elicited a range 
of views and emotions, for it is a deviation from a local practice that dictated local 
behavior for more than two hundred years.  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CHAPTER 1. FORMATION OF A COASTAL PAPHLAGONIAN KOINON  
 When Pompey created the province of Pontus-Bithynia in 64 BCE, he joined the 
coastal Paphlagonian cities under Mithridatic domination to the province of Bithynia 
created in 74 BCE. Scholars such as Christian Marek consider Pompey’s reorganisation 
to be the moment when the Bithynian and the coastal Paphlagonian cities formed their 
individual common assemblies.  Yet, the earliest evidence for a common assembly of 79
coastal Paphlagonian cities – an organisation called “Koinon of the Cities in Pontus” – 
dates from the Trajanic period.  Similarly, the first evidence for the title “Koinon of the 80
Hellenes in Bithynia” or “Koinon of Bithynia” dates from the reign of Domitian.  The 81
gap between assumed and attested dates of the common assemblies makes it necessary to 
review the evidence used to build this claim. 
 In part one, we frame the questions of whether and when a Bithynian common 
assembly actually existed into one question: whether we can contextualise the evidence 
within a formation process. We find that the Bithynian common assembly likely existed 
in concrete form during the second triumviral period, due to the need to negotiate with 
warring factions, and evolved into the Koinon of the Hellenes in Bithynia during the 
Augustan period. The koinon formation in Bithynia is a critical example of comparison 
 Marek 2016, 417. Cf. Edelmann-Singer 2015, 71-72. Vitale 2012, 181-182; Marek 1993, 75-80; 79
Deininger 1965, 64-65.
 See Chapter two for discussion of the inscriptions from Amastris and Heraclea Pontica with the two 80
titles.
 Fernoux 2004, 350 discusses fragment from the Pergamene Asklepion, IvP III 151. In l. 3 one of the 81
dedicants as [. . .] Aeschylinus, who was Bithyniarch, and lines 7-8 includes [Αὐτοκράτωρ Δ]οµιτιανός | 
[Καῖσαρ Σεβ]αστός. Other references concerning the Bithynian koinon could only be dated generally to the 
second century CE. Furthermore, earlier sources that have been considered relevant to the debate do not 
mention of the Bithynian koinon per se.
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for its coastal Paphlagonian counterpart, since we know that the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus must also have undergone a process of koinon formation as well. We examine in 
part two evidence concerning the High Priests from Amastris dating from the Julio-
Claudian period, and focus in particular on a prominent equestrian procurator whose 
infrastructural investments in Amastrian territory may have created favorable conditions 
for the formation of a common assembly for coastal Paphlagonian cities. 
1.1 Koinon Formation in Bithynia 
 The beginnings of the common assembly of Bithynian cities, later known as the 
Bithynian koinon or the Koinon of the Hellenes in Bithynia, remain opaque due to 
evidentiary limitations. Scholars use Pompey’s reorganisation of the double province as 
the hypothetical origin for the two “eparchic” assemblies,  but Fernoux’s discussion of 82
the Bithynian evidence indicates that such hypothesis needs revision. In part one, we use 
Fernoux’s discussion as a paradigm for studying the origins of the coastal Paphlagonian 
assembly. Henri Fernoux highlighted the potential stages of the Bithynian koinon’s 
formation process, and argued that the Koinon of Bithynia was likely founded in 20 BCE 
when Augustus was in Asia to administer Bithynian and Asiatic affairs,  and not dates 83
such as 29 BCE when Octavian gave permission for the Hellenes in Bithynia and Asia to 
worship his person,  or when Pompey founded the double province of Pontus-Bithynia 84
 Edelmann-Singer 2015, 71-72. Vitale 2012, 181-182; Marek 1993, 75-80; Deininger 1965, 64-65.82
 Dio Cass. 54.7.4.83
 Dio Cass. 51.20.6-7.84
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in 64 BCE.  The general thrust of his reconstructed formation process for the Bithynian 85
koinon offers a clear perspective on how regionalism developed within the double 
province of Pontus-Bithynia, and hence serves as a critical comparison for approaching 
the early phases of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon, which is even more elusive. 
1.1.1 Early Sources for a Bithynian Collective 
 Fernoux focused on three sources from the second half of the first century BCE to 
discuss the early origins of the Bithynian assembly, including 1) a series of epistles  86
believed to have been written by Brutus,  in which the tyrannicide demanded 87
“Bithynians” contribute to his war effort; 2) a joint dedication at Rome by Bithynian 
cities and the coastal Paphlagonian city of Tium to a common patron of consular rank, 
whose identity remains unclear, as the surviving fragments only contain the cognomen 
Rufus and his filiation son of Lucius;  and 3) passages from Dio Cassius concerning the 88
 Strab. 12.385
 Hercher 1873, 188-191 nos. 59-68; Hercher 1873, xxviiii-xxx states that the reproduced text is based on 86
Westermann’s edition of 1856, which used five codices (Palatinum 398 (A), Palatinum 356 (B), Vaticanum 
(C), and two Parisian editions 352 (D) and Mazarin. 611 A (E), with further additions from Monacensi 490 
Laurentiano plut.XXXII 32 Marciano 521 (N) Vaticano 622 (V).
 Hercher 1873, 177 section 1. is a letter from “King Mithridates” addressed to “cousin 87
Mithridates” (Μιθριδατὴς βασιλεὺς Μιθριδάτῃ τῷ ἀνέψιῳ χαίρειν). The letter notes that the responses to 
Brutus were written by Mithridates the collator as a rhetorical exercise. ἀποφαίνοντος δὲ σοῦ 
δυσαποκρίτως αὐτὰς ἔχειν, ᾠήθην δεῖν πεῖραν ποιήσασθαι τῆς ἀντιγραφῆς καὶ πορίσασθαι λόγους, οἵους 
εἰκὸς ἦν ἕκαστον ἀποκρίνασθαι τῶν ἐπεσταλκότων. [since you apparently find this too difficult, it seemed 
necessary that I try to compose responses and furnish arguments so that that they responded to each of the 
letters (sent by Brutus) as would have been appropriate (Translation mine).] What is implied seems to be 
that the letters authored by Brutus were genuine, and were considered important teaching specimens. See 
Smith 1936 for narrative against authenticity, and Jones 2016 for most recent argument in support of 
authenticity.
 Fernoux 2004, 181-182. CIL VI 1508 = Moretti IGUR 63-65. Only a fragment with Prusias ad Mare and 88
Apamea (parts of d, entirety of e and traces of f) was refound in 1975 in the chiesa del Camposanto 
Teutonico at Rome, but the drawings of Ligorio was republished by Moretti 1958 and Eck 1984. 
!29
formal permission from Augustus for Bithynian and Asian Hellenes to worship his 
person.   89
 Fernoux’s positions on the first two sources are as follows. Fernoux takes 
Deininger’s view that a koinon in the Greek East in general would have been unable to 
mobilise ships, men, and funds for any war effort, due to the Roman enmity towards such 
capable regional assemblies. Hence, the Brutus epistles, which mention the Bithynians, 
Macedonians and Lycians as having performed capably, must have been inauthentic.  As 90
for the Rufus monument, the inscriptions on the joint dedication by Bithynian cities and 
Tium – a city in coastal Paphlagonia – indicate that each participating city claimed the 
proconsul as their patron individually, instead of dedicating under a collective identity 
such as the “Bithynians”, “a Bithynian synod”, or comparable entities. Thus, there is no 
reason to infer that this monument supports the existence of “a fixed institutional 
framework.” Here, we have evidence of an inter-city network that preceded the existence 
of the Bithynian koinon, but this common sense of a shared historical past and 
“unanimous fervor” due to the exigencies of civil war only suggests that the formation 
process of the Bithynian koinon began in the form of a patronage-based interaction 
between cities that was not strictly bound by ethnic belonging.  91
 Recently, Christopher Jones has presented a compelling case supporting the 
authenticity of the Brutus epistles, making it necessary to revise Fernoux’s assessment of 
 Dio Cass. 51.20.6-7.89
 Fernoux 2004, 181, following Deininger 1966, 366, argues that the treatment of the cities of Asia 90
following Sulla’s victory over Mithridates in 85 BCE was to issue orders and summons based on individual 
cities and not the Asiatic koinon – App. Mithr. 4.61-62, Αpp. BC 5.1.4.
 Fernoux 2004, 182-183.91
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this unique literary source.  If the Brutus epistles were authentic, as Jones argued, then 92
Deininger’s claim that a koinon in the Greek East had no capacity to mobilise resources 
would be wrong. The Bithynians would have played a significant part in supplying the 
Caesarians  and tyrannicides  with fleets in 43 to 42 BCE. The exigencies of the civil 93 94
war probably created strenuous conditions that may have been conducive to the 
formulation of a cooperative framework. The “Bithynians” were therefore coherent 
enough to negotiate with, support and deter warring factions as one entity, but not 
necessarily operating as a permanent organisation with a fixed constitution. Fernoux’s 
position on the Rufus monument remains valid in this regard, for there is clearly no 
reference to a common Bithynian institution in the surviving inscriptions, and the 
inclusion of Tium further undermines the claim that this monument is a product of a pre-
koinon organisation. There is the possibility that the Rufus monument was a joint 
dedication by the cities of the entire double province. Yet, without a complete list of all 
participating dedicants, one can only assume that the predominent representation of 
 Jones 2016, 196-202, found no glaring chronological contradictions, and the “very gruffness, amounting 92
almost to brutality, that emerges from certain of the Greek letters” in the corpus fits Brutus’ personality as 
described by Cicero. Also Torraca 1959, 59ff. Deininger 1966, 358. Rühl 1915, 315-325.
 Jones 2016, 214 no. 11 (61) Βροῦτος Βιθυνοῖς. Ἀύλαν ἐµὸν φίλον ἔπεµψα πρὸς ὑµᾶς κατασκευάσοντά 93
µοι ναῦς στρογγύλας πεντήκοντα καὶ µακρὰς διακοσίας, τοσαύτας δὲ καὶ Δολοβέλλᾳ πυθάνοµαι ὑµᾶς 
παρασχῆσθαι. ὀρθῶς οὖν ποιήσετε ναύτας καὶ ἐρέτας εἰς ταῦτα τὰ πλοῖα, ἄρχι ἂν πρὸς ἐµὲ ἀνακοµισθῇ, 
παρασχόντες τῷ Ἀκύλᾳ καὶ σιτηρέσιον τούτοις µηνῶν τεσσάρων. τῶν γὰρ εἰς τὴν ναυπηγίαν δεόντων 
ξύλων καὶ τῆς τούτων παρακοµιδῆς ἐπὶ θάλατταν καὶ τεχνιτῶν εὖ οἶδ᾽ ὅτι οὐδὲν ἀµελήσετε, µηδὲ 
Δολοβέλλᾳ ἐλλιπόντες. [Brutus to the Bithynians. I have sent my friend Aquila to equip fifty cargo-ships 
for me and two hundred worships, since I hear that you provided the same number to Dolabella. You will 
do as you ought, therefore, in providing Aquila with the sailors and rowers for these ships until they are 
delivered to me, and four months’ wages for the crews. As for the timber needed for constructing the ships, 
its conveyance to the sea, and the workmen, I am sure that you will not be at all negligent, not having failed 
Dolabella either. (Trans. Jones)]
 This prior collection that Smith referred to is reported by Gaius Cassius Parmensis to Cicero in 43 BCE, 94
the context being that there was danger for a fleet that Cimber levied “last year” (sc. 44 BCE) to join 
Dolabella’s fleet. Cic. ad Fam. 12.13
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Bithynian cities makes the Rufus monument a product of cities within the same province, 
exhibiting their collaborative potential in honoring their common governor, which was 
customary in the late Republican period.  95
 In short, the sources that Fernoux selected to negate the existence of the Bithynian 
koinon in the second triumviral period are in fact helpful in establishing the early 
existence of a Bithynian framework of cooperation. This “cooperative” likely lacked a 
clearly formulated constitution, but it had the power to mobilise resources within its 
sphere of influence and negotiate with warring factions on behalf of participating cities. 
In the next section, we take a closer look at the Octavianic Mandate of 29 BCE that 
directed the provinces of Bithynia and Asia to worship Roma, Caesar and Octavian 
himself. Fernoux is likely right that the Octavianic Mandate was not the formal creation 
of the common Bithynian assembly, since the mandate permitted Bithynians to worship 
Octavian, but did not stipulate how the Bithynians would proceed. The next section 
focuses on two questions: who received the Octavianic Mandate, and whether the 
mandate covered the coastal Paphlagonian cities. 
1.1.2 The Octavianic Mandate 
 According to Dio Cassius, it was in 29 BCE that Octavian set the precedent of 
permitting “Hellenic peregrines in Bithynia and Asia” to worship his person, a practice 
 Nicols 1990, 101-102.95
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that was not only continued under other emperors, but expanded to include all nations 
that were subject to the Romans.  96
Καῖσαρ δὲ ἐν τούτῳ τά τε ἄλλα ἐχρηµάτιζε, καὶ τεµένη τῇ τε Ῥώµῃ καὶ τῷ πατρὶ τῷ 
Καίσαρι, ἥρωα αὐτὸν Ἰούλιον ὀνοµάσας, ἔν τε Ἐφέσῳ καὶ ἐν Νικαίᾳ γενέσθαι 
ἐφῆκεν: αὗται γὰρ τότε αἱ πόλεις ἔν τε τῇ Ἀσίᾳ καὶ ἐν τῇ Βιθυνίᾳ προετετίµηντο. 
καὶ τούτους µὲν τοῖς Ῥωµαίοις τοῖς παρ᾽ αὐτοῖς ἐποικοῦσι τιµᾶν προσέταξε: τοῖς δὲ 
δὴ ξένοις, Ἕλληνάς σφας ἐπικαλέσας, ἑαυτῷ τινα, τοῖς µὲν Ἀσιανοῖς ἐν Περγάµῳ 
τοῖς δὲ Βιθυνοῖς ἐν Νικοµηδείᾳ, τεµενίσαι ἐπέτρεψε. καὶ τοῦτ᾽ ἐκεῖθεν ἀρξάµενον 
καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἄλλων αὐτοκρατόρων οὐ µόνον ἐν τοῖς Ἑλληνικοῖς ἔθνεσιν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν 
τοῖς ἄλλοις ὅσα τῶν Ῥωµαίων ἀκούει, ἐγένετο. 
Caesar, meanwhile, besides attending to the general business, gave permission for 
the dedication of sacred precincts in Ephesus and in Nicaea to Roma and to Caesar 
his father, whom he named the hero Iulius. These cities had at that time attained 
chief place in Asia and in Bithynia respectively. He ordered the Romans dwelling in 
these cities to pay honor to these two divinities; but he permitted the aliens, whom 
he styled Hellenes, to consecrate precincts to himself, the Asiatics to have theirs in 
Pergamon, the Bithynians in Nicomedia. This practice, beginning under him, has 
been continued under other emperors, not only in the case of the Hellenic nations 
but also in that of all the others, in so far as they are subject to the Romans. 
According to Deininger, Octavian’s mandate for peregrines to worship his person ought 
to be understood as the first time that a provincial imperial cult was transferred to an 
existing common assembly.  Yet, as Fernoux pointed out, the Bithynian cities could now 97
worship Octavian, but how they went about this practice remains undefined in this 
passage. Fernoux argues that the Octavianic mandate of 29 BCE formalised the Bithynian 
framework, which led to the creation of the Bithynian koinon in a separate Augustan 
initiative in 20 BCE. Here we take up a separate issue, namely who had the right to 
worship Octavian under the mandate of 29 BCE? 
 Dio Cass. 51.20.6-7. The archaeological evidence of imperial cult for Augustus in Italy have led to 96
continued debate regarding Dio Cass. 51.20.8. Gradel 2002, 73-85 in particular provides a convincing 
explanation that Dio Cassius’ passage was targeting a provincial audience regarding emperor worship in the 
eastern provinces, and hence has little to do with worship in Italy. Cf. Madsen 2016, 23.
 Deininger 1965, 21.97
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 Dio Cassius made it clear that Octavian designated the peregrines of Bithynia and 
Asia as Hellenes, and it is the Hellenes who were allowed to worship him. Since Bithynia 
was part of the double province that also included coastal Paphlagonia, would the 
Octavianic mandate include coastal Paphlagonians as well? Epigraphic evidence suggests 
that it did not. The Bithynian koinon attested in the imperial period had its full title “the 
Koinon of the Hellenes in Bithynia,”  and the same can be found with the Asiatic 98
koinon, which was styled “the Koinon of the Hellenes in Asia.”  Both koina placed 99
emphasis on Hellenic identity. By contrast, the full title of the coastal Paphlagonian 
koinon was “the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus,”  which placed emphasis on its 100
urbanity. The contrast is clear but puzzling, for it indicates that Octavian managed to 
carve a distinct divide between Bithynia and coastal Paphlagonia, with the Bithynians 
receiving the identity of Hellenes, while coastal Paphlagonians were excluded from this 
identity.  
 With regard to the peregrine Bithynians as Hellenes, Dio Cassius was relaying a 
tradition that stands at odds with writers of the first century CE. According to Strabo, the 
ethnic geography remained variegated in the early principate, with Bithynians, the 
 IK Prusias ad Hypium no. 10 ll. 8-14: ἄρξαντα τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶν ἐν Βειθυνίᾳ | Ἑλλήνων . . . Λ. | Αὐρήλιον 98
Διογενιανὸν | Καλλικλέα κτλ; IK Prusias ad Hypium 51 ll. 8-14: [ἄρ]ξαντα τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶ[ν] | [ἐ]ν ̣Βειθυνίᾳ 
Ἑλλήνω[ν], . . . . Τιβέριο[ν] | [Κλα]ύδ̣ιον Τερτ̣υλλια[ν]ὸν | Σάνκτον κτλ.; IK Prusias ad Hypium ll. 17-22: 
ἄρξαντα τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶν ἐν Βειθυνί[ᾳ] | Ἑλλήνων . . . Μ. Αὐρήλιον Φιλιππιανὸ[ν] | Ἰάσωνα κτλ.
 IK Tralles no. 11 ll. 11-13: [Μᾶρκος Ἀν]τώνιος αὐτοκρά[τωρ τριῶν ἀνδρῶν δηµοσί]|[ων πραγµάτ]ων 99
ἀπὸ καταστά[σεως τῷ κοινῷ τῶν ἀπὸ τῆς Ἀ]|[σίας Ἑλλήνω]ν ̣κτλ. Αphrodisias no. 2 ll. 24-25: δεδόχθαι τῷ 
κοινῷ τῶν ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀσί||[ας Ἑλλήνω]ν ̣κτλ. Sardis 7.1 no. 8 ll. 9-10: ὁ βουλευτὴς καὶ ἐν τῷ | ἐξιόντι ἔτει 
ἀποδιχθεὶς ἔκδικος ὑπὸ τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶν ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀσίας Ἑλλήνων κτλ. FdXanth VII no. 65 ll. 13-17: τετειµη|
[µ]έν̣ον καὶ ὑπὸ [Λυκίων τ]οῦ κοινοῦ ταῖς πρώταις | [καὶ] δε̣υτέραις καὶ τρίταις τειµαῖς καὶ ὑπὸ τοῦ κο[ι]|
[νο]ῦ τῶν ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀσίας Ἑλλήνων καὶ ὑπὸ τῶν ἐ[ν] | [Π]αµ̣φυλίᾳ πόλεων κτλ.
 Kalinka 1933 no. 21 ll. 1-2 Τὸ κοινὸ[ν] τῶν ἐν Πό[ν]|τῳ πόλεω[ν] ἐτείµησεν κτλ. Kalinka 1933 no. 67 100
ll. 2-3 ἀ βουλὰ καὶ ὁ δᾶµος καὶ τὸ κοινὸν | τῶν ἐν Πόντῳ πολίων ἐτείµασαν κτλ. For a discussion on the 
significance of the Doric and Ionic/koiné dialect, see chapter 2, 89-91.
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Myriandyni and the Paphlagonians each inhabiting a different stretch of the double 
province.  In the juridical tradition, there is the lex Bithynorum, a law mentioned in the 101
Institutes of Gaius, and the lex Pompeia, which specifically applied to Bithynians and 
Pontians alike,  which further indicate that the Bithynian ethnicity had an enduring 102
place in Roman jurisprudence.  The two traditions further point to the Octavianic 103
mandate as extraordinary, for it assigned the Bithynians an Hellenic identity shared by the 
peregrines in Asia, leading to potential complications such as the applicability of the 
Bithynian criteria in matters of law, as well as creating a separate ethnic distinction for 
the Bithynians, as if Hellenic identity were a superior status among peregrines in the 
double province of Pontus-Bithynia. 
 Some scholars attempt to downplay the emphasis of Hellenic identity designated 
by Octavian, arguing that the semantics of terms such as Graeci and Hellenes in the 
Augustan period were moving away from an ethnic category and becoming “little more 
than synonyms for peregrini, free members of non-Roman communities in the 
provinces.”  That is to say, while the inhabitants in Bithynia have no obvious claim to 104
Hellenic identity like their Asiatic counterparts, Octavian’s designation of Bithynians as 
Greeks would have been less remarkable, because Hellenic identity was no longer a mark 
 Strab. 12.3.2.101
 Plin. Ep.10.79, 10.112, 10.114.102
 Dio Cass. 37.20.2-3 points out that Pompey τά τε πλείω ἔθνη τῶν ἐν τῇ Ἀσίᾳ τῇ ἠπείρῳ τότε αὐτοῖς 103
ὄντων νόµοις τε ἰδίοις καὶ πολιτείαις κατεστήσατο καὶ διεκόσµησεν, ὥστε καὶ δεῦρο αὐτοὺς τοῖς ὑπ᾽ 
ἐκείνου νοµισθεῖσι χρῆσθαι. [had establish and organised most of the nations in the continent of Asia then 
belonging to them with their own laws and constitutions, so that even to this day they use the laws that he 
laid down. (Trans. Cary)]
 Spawforth 2012, 11-12. Ferrary 2001, 31-33 thinks that this line of interpretation is akin to the dilution 104
of the notion of Hellenic identity that develops into the question of what is true Greekness, and the need to 
distinguish what was Greek proper.
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of distinction to Roman authorities. Along such lines we could even maintain that the 
coastal Paphlagonians were not excluded from being Hellene, only that Dio Cassius did 
not mention them, or that the coastal Paphlagonians were indeed included under the term 
“Bithynians,” which would be even more striking. 
 Some scholars also have attempted to downplay the weight of the Dio Cassius 
passage itself in order to resolve the conflict. Soren Sørensen argued that the Hellenic 
identity mattered much more to Dio Cassius, who included Bithynians in the tradition of 
the Octavianic mandate in order to “retain an image of the cities of Asia and his home 
country Bithynia as decidedly Greek.”  The upbringing of Dio Cassius certainly makes 105
a zealous representation of the Hellenic culture flourishing in Nicaea possible,  and 106
there is every reason to point to the late dates of the epigraphic attestations to the Koinon 
of the Hellenes in Bithynia and argue that Dio Cassius was manipulating tradition based 
on the Bithynians’ aroused sense of Hellenic belonging during the Second Sophistic.  107
Even accepting all of these, the contrast between the Bithynian emphasis on Hellenic 
identity and the coastal Paphlagonian emphasis on urbanity remains strikingly distinct.  
 In other words, the Octavianic mandate was a differentiating marker that 
separated Bithynian and coastal Paphlagonian senses of identity and status, ultimately 
creating two parallel experiences of regionalism within the double province. In the next 
 Sørensen 2016, 90.105
 Millar 1964, 13-15.106
 Sørensen 2016, 81-82, 85-86 for full list of datable inscriptions containing the title Koinon of the 107
Hellenes in Bithynia.
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section, we proceed to discuss the Augustan initiative proposed by Fernoux, which was 
the final step in koinon formation. 
1.1.3 The Augustan Initiative 
 Fernoux proposed that the Octavianic mandate of 29 BCE was the penultimate 
step towards the establishment of the Bithynian koinon, and it was the Augustan initiative 
of 20 BCE, described in a separate passage by Dio Cassius, that was the actual beginning 
of the Koinon of the Hellenes in Bithynia.  Fernoux points out that 1) the Bithynian 108
letters and the Rufus monument all suggest that a Bithynian koinon did not officially 
exist before 31 BCE, and 2) the establishment of the imperial cult need not have taken 
place along with the founding of a koinon. In short, he argues that the Dio Cassius 
passage referring to events in 29 BCE cannot be the definitive terminus post quem for the 
existence of the Koinon of the Hellenes in Bithynia.  The apparent hurdle to Fernoux’s 109
interpretation is that the Dio Cassius passage concerning 20 BCE makes no specific 
mention that Augustus encouraged regional collaboration.   110
ὁ δ᾽ οὖν Αὔγουστος τό τε Ἑλληνικὸν διήγαγε καὶ ἐς Σάµον ἔπλευσεν, ἐνταῦθά τε 
ἐχείµασε, καὶ ἐς τὴν Ἀσίαν ἐν τῷ ἦρι ἐν ᾧ Μᾶρκος τε Ἀπουλέιος καὶ Πούπλιος 
Σίλιος ὑπάτευσαν κοµισθεὶς πάντα τά τε ἐκεῖ καὶ τὰ ἐν τῇ Βιθυνίᾳ διέταξεν, οὐχ ὁτι 
τοῦ δήµου καὶ ταῦτα τὰ ἔθνη καὶ τὰ πρότερα ἐδόκει εἶναι ἐν ὀλιγωρίᾳ αὐτὰ 
ποιησάµενος, ἀλλὰ καὶ πάνυ πάντων σφῶν ὡς καὶ ἑαυτοῦ ὄντων ἐπιµεληθείς· τά τε 
γὰρ ἄλλα ὅσαπερ καὶ προσῆκον ἦν ἐπηνώρθωσε, καὶ χρήµατα τοῖς µὲν ἐπέδωκε 
τοῖς δὲ καὶ ὑπὲρ τὸν φόρον ἐσενεγκεῖν προσέταξε. τοὐς τε Κυζικηνούς, ὅτι κτειναν, 
ἐδουλώσατο. καὶ τοῦτο καὶ τοὺς Τυρίους τούς τε Σιδωνόυς διὰ τὰ στάσεις 
ἐποίησεν, ἐν τῇ Συρίᾳ γενόµενος.  
 Fernoux 2004, 183.108
 Fernoux 2004, 181-183.109
 Dio Cass. 54.7.4-5. 110
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Then, Augustus sorted out Hellenic affairs and sailed to Samos, where he 
subsequently wintered. In the Spring, during the consulships of Marcus Apuleius 
and Publius Silius, he journeyed to Asia, and set all matters in order there, and all 
matters in Bithynia; he did not consider treating these provinces in contempt, on 
account of the fact that these ethne previously mentioned belonged to the people, 
but rather he cared for them all, as if they were his own. For these and other 
reasons, he made revision to what he deemed fit; he also donated money to some, 
and made arrangements for others to contribute above their quota of tribute. The 
Kyzikians, who flogged to death certain Romans during civic unrest, he enslaved, 
and so too the Tyrians and the Sidonians when he was in Syria. (Trans. Cary) 
The passage informs us that Augustus “set all matters in order there, and all matters in 
Bithynia,” and that he “cared for them all, as if they were his own.” With regard to 
details, we learn that Augustus “made revision to what he deemed fit,” “donated money 
to some,” and increased “the quota of tribute” of others. More drastic measures including 
the enslavement of the Cyzicians, Tyrians and Sidonians for flogging Romans to death. In 
other words, the specifics in the passage have no bearing on the organisation of the 
imperial cult or common assemblies.  
 On the other hand, we know that Pliny cites the portion of the Lex Pompeia 
addressing the Bithynians as having excluded anyone under thirty years of age from 
taking up a magistracy or becoming a member of the municipal senate, but including 
anyone who had served as magistrate; he further informed Trajan that Augustus had 
issued an edict permitting persons of the age 22 or above to hold lesser magistracies.  111
Fernoux proposed that Augustus’ emendation of the lex Pompeia mentioned by Pliny may 
be associated with the Dio Cassius passage of the events in 20 BCE.  In this light, 112
 Plin. Ep. 10.79. Fernoux 2004, pp.142-145 for discussion.111
 Fernoux 2004, 183-184.112
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Fernoux does have good grounds to posit that Augustus issued further orders and 
opinions regarding the formation of a koinon with a representative assembly to oversee 
the systematic worship of his person at the provincial level that was permitted in 29 BCE, 
and hence the date 20 BCE ought to be that of the foundation of the Bithynian koinon. 
We note another possible occasion that Fernoux did not consider, namely the Augustan 
settlement of 27 BCE that formally defined the double province of Pontus-Bithynia as a 
praetorial province held by the Roman Senate. According to Strabo, this Augustan 
settlement gave a precise definition of the double province as a praetorian appointment 
with a jurisdiction encompassing Bithynia, the Propontis, and certain parts of Pontus.  113
Strabo only gives the contours of the settlement, and the territories of the double province 
could have been further defined, but this lack of precise detail does not affect the general 
thrust of Fernoux’s argument. We can expect that the refined definition of the double 
province, including the internal administrative framework of Bithynia, would have been 
set in order by 20 BCE. It is also possible that a basic framework of the imperial cult was 
also established in “certain parts of Pontus,” a point to be further discussed in the second 
part of this chapter. 
 Strab. 17.25. δίχα διεῖλε πᾶσαν τὴν χώραν καὶ τὴν µὲν ἀπέδειξεν ἑαυτῷ, τὴν δὲ τῷ δήµῳ. [Ge divided 113
the whole of his empire into two parts, and assigned one portion to himself and the other to the Roman 
people] . . . καὶ εἰς µὲν τὰς Καίσαρος ἡγεµόνας καὶ διοικητὰς Καῖσαρ πέµπει, διαιρῶν ἄλλοτε ἄλλως τὰς 
χώρας καὶ πρὸς τοὺς καιροὺς πολιτευόµενος, εἰς δὲ τὰς δηµοσίας ὁ δῆµος στρατηγοὺς ἤ ὑπάτους. καὶ αὗται 
δ᾽ εἰς µερισµοὺς ἄγονται διαφόρους, ἐπειδὰν κελεύῃ τὸ συµφέρον. [. . . to the provinces of Caesar, Caesar 
sends legati and procuratores, dividing countries in different ways at different times and administering them 
as the occasion requires, whereas to the provinces of the people, the people send praetors or proconsuls, 
and these provinces also are brought under different divisions whenever expediency requires.] . . . ἀλλ᾽ ἐν 
ἀρχαῖς γε διέθηκε ποιήσας ὑπατικὰς µὲν δύο . . . δέκα δὲ στρατηγικάς . . . δεκάτην δὲ Βιθυνίαν µετὰ τῆς 
Προποντίδος καὶ τοῦ Πόντου τινῶν µερῶν. [Caesar organised the provinces of the people by creating, first, 
two consular provinces . . . and secondly, ten praetorial provinces . . . and Bithynia along with the Propontis 
and certain parts of the Pontus. Trans. Jones]
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 In sum, Fernoux’s argument is useful in the sense that it distinguishes evidence of 
different dates in accordance with stages of a prolonged formation process. Fernoux is 
right to point out that the koinon of the imperial period required the prior existence of the 
imperial cult. For the imperial cult to be assigned to a functional group of cities, Augustus 
would have looked to a group of cities that had a functional framework of cooperation. 
Bithynian cities had the advantage of being part of the former Bithynian kingdom and a 
common sense of belonging. In this sense, one can agree to a point that a Bithynian group 
existed during the late Republican period, but how much of this can be attributed to 
Pompey would be disputed – we find that the exigency of civil wars and patronage were 
the more apparent factors, instead of top-down organisation. In light of our survey of 
evidence, Marek’s recurring thesis that  “the earliest commonalties, those of Asia and 
Pontus et Bithynia, go back to the time of the republic,” and “a new Bithynian koinon 
appeared in the early Augustan period,” would unlikely be valid: the Bithynian koinon in 
the strict sense was first founded in the early Augustan period, and the process of koinon 
foundation in Bithynia was likely separate from developments in coastal Paphlagonia. 
 We now turn to the second part of our discussion on the implications Fernoux’s 
study, namely regarding the formation process of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon. Cities 
of coastal Paphlagonia are not featured in the Brutus epistles nor the Octavianic mandate 
as preserved by Dio Cassius, but at least Tium participated in the dedication of the Rufus 
monument. It seems that, during the early stages of the formation process of the 
Bithynian koinon, specifically before the Augustan period, coastal Paphlagonian cities 
could participate in affairs that were dominated by Bithynian interest groups due to 
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common patronage and benefaction. Under this dynamic, preexisting cooperation 
between Bithynian and coastal Paphlagonian cities did not conflict with the preferences 
of ethnic belonging that individual cities chose to adopt.   
 Yet, the Octavianic mandate may have generated a strong sense of exclusivity 
among Bithynian cities, to the effect that coastal Paphlagonian cities retreated altogether 
from participating in Bithynian affairs. Assumedly, the retreat of Tium and potentially 
five other coastal Paphlagonian cities from the periphery of the Bithynian experience of 
regionalism during the Augustan period would have led to the awareness of a new 
regional framework. In the next section we examine the Pontic identity in the juridical 
tradition as a kernel of such a new regional framework. 
1.1.4 From the Bithynian to the Pontian Perspective 
 In this section we shift focus from our discussion of the formation process of the 
Bithynian koinon to a new examination the formation process of the coastal Paphlagonian 
koinon. This discussion is immediately hampered by the absence of evidence. Some 
scholars privilege this absence. Xavier Loriot, for instance, argued that the Koinon of the 
Cities in Pontus was actually founded much later than the Bithynian Koinon, because 
there is no indication that it existed earlier.  He associates the foundation of the coastal 114
Paphlagonian koinon with the “Western Pontic Koinon” in the lower Danube, which was 
 Loriot 2006, 530-531.114
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perhaps founded during the wave of re-organisations of the Balkan and the Danubian 
provinces in the Trajanic period following the annexation of Dacia.   115
 Loriot’s point on the dearth of pre-Trajanic evidence is indeed critical for any 
assessment on the issue, but so are other indications that Pompey’s organisation gave rise 
to a new sort of social identity in coastal Paphlagonia that was legally instead of 
ethnically defined. An excerpt of the jurist Celsus’s opinion in the Digest is of particular 
interest: “Pontians, by a beneficium of Pompeius Magnus, can regard anyone who is born 
from a Pontic mother as being Pontic.”  Marshall thinks that this clause must have been 116
concerned with the conditions of “local” citizenship, because a child born of a Roman 
father and Pontic mother would have been a peregrine, unless the Pontic mother held 
conubium.  As to what exactly a Pontic citizenship means, Marshall did not elaborate.  117
 Some scholars, such as Stephen Mitchell, have taken the Celsus clause as an 
indication of a synthetic identity created by Roman administrators to define a broad 
ethnic territory, and the Koinon of Pontus was a regional assembly that was based upon 
it.  Mitchell notes in particular the absence of any sense of Pontic ethnicity during the 118
Mithridatic period, as the Mithridatid dynasts never claimed such geographic designation 
 Nawotka 1993, 348-350.115
 Dig. 50.1.1.2: “Celsus etiam refert Ponticis ex beneficio Pompeii Magni competere, ut qui Pontica 116
matre natus esset, Ponticus esset. [Celsus also reports that the people of Pontus, by a grant of Pompeius 
Magnus, can regard anyone who is born from a mother from Pontus as being from Pontus” (Trans. 
Watson)]. We note that the italicised translation reads Ponticus as related to location, which can be 
interpreted as eparchic, though one would notice the ethnic connotation as well.
 Marshall 1968, 107-108. The point is that a child would have attained Pontic identity through both the 117
paternal and the maternal lineage. Vitale 2012, 187. Plin. Ep. 10.112.1: Lex Pompeia, domine, qua Bithyni 
et Pontici utuntur, eos, qui in bulen a censoribus leguntur, dare pecuniam non iubet. [Sir: the code of law 
drawn up by Pompey, to which Bithynian and Pontics are subject, does not require those elected to the local 
senate by the censors to pay a fee.]
 Mitchell 2002, 51-56.118
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or ethnicity – they identified themselves with Persian and Macedonian more than an 
independent Pontic tradition.  Mitchell sought to expand the geographical limit of this 119
synthetic Ponticness to encompass all localities that identified themselves with some 
version of Pontic identity, a theory that would defy provincial boundaries and the 
juridical basis of the lex Pompeia. Vitale argues, however, that the term Pontus/Ponticus 
used in the Celsus clause is to be taken only in the restricted “eparchic” sense, and 
exclusively defined within the eparchia of Pontus within the double province, instead of 
being an overarching “ethnika” crossing several provinces.  Vitale’s eparchic definition 120
accurately reflects the difference between the double province of Pontus-Bithynia and the 
provinces that have proclaimed themselves (or perceived by others) as Pontic in the 
imperial period, including the eparchia of Pontus Polemonianus and Pontus Galaticus. 
The eparchic definition also reflects the clear distinction between the Bithynian and the 
Pontian inhabitants of the double province. Hence, compared to Mitchell’s ethnic 
interpretation, Vitale’s proposal of the “eparchic” identity is the more acceptable solution 
to the question of Ponticness in the Celsus clause.  
 Mitchell 2002, 51.119
 Vitale 2012, 182 is included here in full for clarity: “Auch die von Mitchell herausgstellte Verwendung 120
des Ethnikons ‘Ponticus’ ist als Symptom eines pontischen Provinzialbürgerrechts nicht verwertbar, denn 
gerade in Verbindung mit der lex Pompeia tauchen gleichermaßen Bithynici auf, die sicher nicht in einem 
einzigen Provinzialbürgerrecht zusammengefasst waren. In den Ethnika Bithynici und Pontici lässt sich 
lediglich eine die Bewohner der jeweiligen Provinzhälfte, also Eparchie, zusammenfassende Bezeichnung 
erkennen, weshalb man in diesem Falle nicht von Ethnika, sonern treffender von ‘Eparchika’ sprechen 
müsste.” [The use of the ethnic “Ponticus” that Mitchell used is not a symptom of Pontic provincial 
citizenship, because it appeared together with Bithynici in connection with the lex Pompeia, which surely 
was not bounded together into one united provincial citizenship. With regard to the ethnics Bithynicus and 
Ponticus, an inhabitant of the double province must belong to one of the half-province. The same is with 
Eparchia: recognising it as a collective term, one ought not speak of it in the “ethnic” sense, but rather 
“eparchic.” (Translation mine)]
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 As for the origin of the this eparchic Ponticness, Mitchell’s observation remains 
important, namely that Mithridatids did not promote any sense of Pontic identity, not 
even during the reign of Mithridates Eupator, for this dynasty placed their emphasis on 
their Iranian heritage.  In this sense, Mitchell is right in the restricted sense, namely that 121
the appearance of the eparchic Ponticness also highlights the beginning of new sense of 
belonging that was taking shape in coastal Paphlagonia, a movement that was closely tied 
to the legislative efforts of the holders of Roman imperium before the Augustan period. 
What Vitale and Mitchell help to shape is the perception that coastal Paphlagonia became 
“Pontic” in the perception of Roman administrators. The eparchic Ponticness may have 
ethnic overtones, but was really a top-down, juridically defined category of the 
individual. The logic behind the creation of such a category of the individual is not 
explained in the juridical sources, but Marshall’s assessment of the Celsus clause in the 
Digest offers some observations that are worthwhile to discuss, as they touch upon the 
pragmatic aspects of how to create a new sense of belonging in an annexed territory. 
 Marshall points out that the Celsus clause ought to be assessed alongside a 
separate clause of the lex Pompeia as preserved in Pliny’s report to Trajan, which limited 
a Bithynian city’s grant of citizenship to a citizen of another Bithynian city.  Marshall’s 122
theory is that this Bithynian clause of the lex Pompeia was designed to “curb the effects 
of ‘internationalism’ and to maintain municipal efficiency by ensuring the claims of each 
city on its élite class,” a matter that may have been particularly problematic during the 
 Mitchell 2002, 54-58.121
 Plin. Ep. 10.114; Marshall 1968, 108-109.122
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early stages of the Bithynian portion of the Pompeian province. Along similar lines, the 
Celsus clause would have targeted a particular problem concerning the “Pontic” or 
coastal Paphlagonian portion of the double province. In this instance the aim was 
probably to increase the number of people that could or must qualify as Pontic. For 
example, the marriage of an Asiatic individual to a Pontic woman would mean that their 
children would be Pontic rather than Asiatic. Marshall thinks that this beneficium would 
have prevented the loss of new inhabitants of rural communities that were attributi – “a 
peasant population of village-dwellers who lacked the full franchise of cities,” and hence 
a “concession to the cities . . . [a] right to claim citizens (within their territory) on the 
basis of the mother’s status.”  The strength of Marshall’s view is that he placed the 123
Celsus clause within the historical context of the double province. The double province 
was comprised of a pre-existing administrative system derived from a highly centralised 
Bithynian kingdom, and a sparsely urbanised rural landscape of coastal Paphlagonia that 
seemed to have remained autonomous even during the Mithridatic period.  The Celsus 124
clause then refers to a legally and spatially defined “ethnic group” populating the vast 
territories distributed among the coastal Paphlagonian cities.  
 Marshall’s discussion of the issues of urbanisation can be placed within Hanson’s 
study of the urbanised space of Anatolia in the imperial period. In the first diagram 
below, reproduced from Hanson’s work, we find a high proportion of the territories of the 
 Marshall 1968, 109.123
 Vitucci 1947, 436 Madsen 2009, 29-34 provides an updated synopsis and survey on the history and 124
sources concerning the lex Pompeia, with relevant discussions on the impact of the lex Pompeia on the 
municipal level at 34-40. For a brief account of the history of coastal Paphlagonia under Heraclea Pontica 
and Amastris Erçiyas 2003, 1414; 1421-1422.
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provinces of Asia and Lycia as having been reachable from the urban center. The 18.5 km 
radius represents Hanson’s estimate of the reachable distance for rugged terrain 
ubiquitous in coastal Paphlagonia.  Clearly shown is the degree of “urban” territories in 125
Bithynia and Asia, while Paphlagonia and Cappadocia represent the opposite.  In 126
Pontus-Bithynia, urban hinterlands are also heavily weighted towards the Bithynian cities 
to the west, while vast swathes of Paphlagonia were left without an immediate urban 
center. This diagram lends further significance to the urgencies that Marshall observed 
from the Celsus clause in the lex Pompeia due to the lack of a centralising agency in vast 
mountainous territory that each of the cities of coastal Paphlagonia had to negotiate. Also 
included is a separate diagram that presents a closer look at the proportion of territory of 
coastal Paphlagonian cities that were considered reachable from the urban center in a 
day’s journey. 
 Bekker-Nielsen 1989 assumed a city’s theoretical hinterland as encompassing a radius of 37 km, for this 125
is the maximum figure of a day’s travel in the 18th century CE on foot or pack animal; Hanson proposes 
18.5 km radius to account for difficult terrain in Asia, and in Paphlagonia the figure is also ideal due to the 
difficult terrain of the Olgassys.
 Hanson 2011, 236-244.126
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FIG. 4. TRAVEL RANGE AS INDICATOR OF APPROXIMATE DEGREE OF URBANISATION 
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 To conclude, Marek’s hypothesis that the Pontic koinon was formed together with 
the Bithynian koinon when Pompey organised the double province of Pontus-Bithynia 
seems unlikely due to both the lack of direct evidence that proves the Bithynian koinon 
existed at that time, and due to the fact that no evidence gives conclusive proof that a 
Pontic koinon existed at all. It is interesting that Marek himself pointed to a key 
difference between the two koina in the double province, but did not identify the 
problem. He writes: “the delegate assemblies were initially expressly Greek assemblies: 
the Koina of the Hellenes in Bithynia – perhaps modeled upon the older neighboring 
province of Asia – and its neighbor the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus.”  The apparent 127
issue not addressed by Marek is that the Hellenes are only mentioned in name for the 
Bithynian koinon but not for the coastal Paphlagonian. The difference in name is not a 
small matter in light of Marshall’s argument that the lex Pompeia was critical to 
urbanisation in coastal Paphlagonia. The coastal Paphlagonian koinon did no emphasise 
ethnic belonging, but rather cities. This emphasis on the urbanity of a region sets the 
coastal Paphlagonian koinon apart from its Bithynian counterpart. What may have been 
the case was perhaps a prolonged koinon formation process for both the Bithynian and 
the coastal Paphlagonian koinon, with the process of the latter particularly protracted due 
to the composite nature of the ethnic makeup of the eparchia of Pontus, as well as the low 
degree of urbanity in coastal Paphlagonia. We envision the lex Pompeia as the driver of 
both the process of urbanisation as well as koinon formation for coastal Paphlagonia, for 
 Marek 2003, 66: “Die Delegiertenversammlungen der Provinzen waren zunächst ausdrücklich Landtage 127
von «Griechen»: das Koinon der Hellenen in Bithynien – vermutlich der älteren Nachbarprovinz Asia 
nachgebildet – und die Nachbarin: das Koinon der Städte in Pontos.”
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it provided inclusive mechanisms such as the determination of “eparchic" identity by 
both paternal and maternal lineage. This eparchic identity may have become in time a 
functioning common denominator across the cities of coastal Paphlagonia, and the basis 
for the formation of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon. In short, the Bithynian and the 
coastal Paphlagonian koina were founded as two separate entities, and had two separate 
histories, which may become intertwined in the second century CE, when elites from 
both Bithynia and costal Paphlagonia begin regularly to serve as both Pontarch and 
Bithyniarch.  128
1.1.5 Summary 
 A survey of literary, juridical and epigraphical sources indicates that contrasting 
titles “the Koinon of Hellenes in Bithynia” versus the “Koinon of the Cities in Pontus” 
represented distinct trajectories of the Bithynian and coastal Paphlagonian experience 
following the creation of the province of Pontus-Bithynia in 64/3 BCE. The Bithynian 
cities demonstrated considerable maturity in coordination and mobilisation that made 
them an important party with whom warring factions would seek to negotiate and secure 
support. Such ability may have been what Octavian wished to reform. By treating them as 
Hellenes instead of Bithynians or Asiatics, and by assigning them the privilege or burden 
of worshipping the emperor’s person, Octavian may have successfully diverted resources 
 IK Prusa ad Olympum 13 ll. 1-3 <Βειθυνι(?)>άρχ<η>ν καὶ Ποντά[ρ]|χην καὶ δὶς ἱερέα |τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ 128
κτλ. IK Prusias ad Hypium 29 ll.1-4 Μ. Αὐρήλιον Χρυσήνιον Δαµά|τριον, ὑπαρξάµενον Βειθυνιαρ|χίας καὶ 
Πονταρχίας καὶ ἐπιστά|την τῆς πόλεως κτλ. IK Prusias ad Hypium 17 ll.2-5 Τίτιον Οὔλπιο[ν] | Αἰλιανὸ[ν] | 
Παπιανὸν || Βειθυνιάρχην καὶ Ποντάρχην κτλ. IK Prusias ad Hypium 53 ll.2-4 Καλπουρνία Δοµιτία 
Μαρκιανή, θυγάτηρ Μάρκου Δοµιτίου | Ἰουλιανοῦ | Βειθυνιάρχου καὶ Ποντάρχου κτλ. Marek, Kat. 
Amastris 95 ll. 10-11 Βειθυνιάρχης καὶ Ποντάρχης τειµη|θεὶς ὑπὸ θεοῦ Ἀντωνείνου κτλ.
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and energy that made a difference for warring factions to the ceremonious demonstration 
of culture and loyalty.  
 The coastal Paphlagonian cities were absent from the correspondences between 
warring factions. This absence may be related to the degree of urbanisation, if not also the 
lack of a common framework of urban cities, making it more difficult for the warring 
factions to exploit resources. Marshall’s analysis of the lex Pompeia convincingly 
demonstrated that the Pompeian vision for coastal Paphlagonia concerned growth, 
particularly manpower, and the implication is that coastal Paphlagonia may have been 
truly lacking in any significant political or financial sway in the triumviral period for 
Octavian to direct his attention following the battle of Actium. The lack of political and 
economic significance of this region, and the lack of manpower, makes it less likely that 
any effort could have been devoted to the organisation of a koinon, be it a Roman project 
or local venture. It may have required several generations for the novel administrative 
landscape in coastal Paphlagonia to reach a degree of dynamic interaction. From what we 
have learned with the Brutus epistles and the Rufus monument, the formation of a koinon 
would have likely been preceded by some existing connection between cities. It is this 
developed framework of interconnection that can be taken as the precursor of the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus. In section two, we look for further evidence regarding this 
formative stage. 
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1.2 Early Koinon Officeholders 
 We now shift focus to discuss evidence that may shed light on the early phases of 
the coastal Paphlagonian koinon. To begin, we offer a brief survey of the evidentiary 
limitations we face. There are thirteen inscriptions that relate to institutions and members 
partaking in the activities of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon in the imperial period, all of 
which are Trajanic or later. The best indicators of correlation between an inscription and 
the coastal Paphlagonian koinon in the imperial period are texts that include 1) the title of 
the koinon; 2) officers with clear designation as of the koinon, such as High Priest of 
Pontus or Pontarch. Two inscriptions that invoke the title Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, 
one from Amastris clearly dating from the Trajanic period,  and the other from 129
Heraclea, dating from the second half of the second century CE, based on the nomen 
gentilicum of the honorand being Aurelius.  There are two types of office that can be 130
securely associated with this koinon, namely the High Priesthood of Pontus, the earliest 
being attested in the aforementioned Trajanic inscription, and the Pontarchate, the earliest 
attestation of which is from a funerary inscription of 184 CE,  the latest being 209 131
CE.   132
 Some activities of the koinon can be posited, though there is very little 
information to inform us of the specifics. At Amastris, Tiberius Claudius Lepidus was 
 Marek 1993, 160 Kat. Amastris no. 7.129
 Jonnes 1994, 6-7 no. 3. We note that Marcus Aurelius Cotta must have had a significant impact on the 130
nomenclature of the double province due to the potential that his clients and freedmen would settle there.
 Marek, Kat. Amastris no. 55.131
 Marek, Kat. Amastris no. 95.132
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High Priest of Pontus and may have led an embassy to Rome in this capacity.  From 133
Sinope, a Pontarch, whose name is now lost, paid for festivities including a bull-fight, a 
hunt, and a gladiatorial show,  while a boxer who won at the Capitolia is known also to 134
have competed and won at the agones of the Koinon of Pontus.  The inscriptions listed 135
here are all to be discussed in greater detail in the ensuing chapters. 
 In short, while there is at least some evidence for the koinon’s personnel and 
activities during the second century CE, no evidence can be securely dated to the first 
century CE or earlier.  The absence of early evidence has led some scholars to argue 136
that a coastal Paphlagonian koinon did not exist before the reign of Trajan, but it is just as 
conceivable that this class of second-century CE evidence represented the more active 
phase of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon. 
 One issue concerning this absence of pre-Trajanic evidence is that the 
identification of an officeholder of a koinon is dependent upon specific provincial or 
ethnic markers, without which there would be considerable ambiguity, given that 
 Marek Kat. Amastris no. 12: ὁ δῆµος | Τιβέριον Κλαύδιον Λέπιδον Λε[πί]|δου υἱὸν, τὸν ἀρχιερέα τοῦ 133
Πόντου, | ἐπιστάτην δὲ [τ]ῆς πόλεως, [π]ρ[εσ]β[ε]ύ[σα]ν||τα ἕως [Ῥ]ώµ[η]ς δ[ω]ρε[ὰν πλεονά]|κις καὶ ἐπὶ 
τῷ τῆς πόλεως [γ]ιγν[οµ]έ[ν]ῳ [ἀγαθῷ(?)] κτλ.
 IK Sinope no. 103 ll. 3-8 [․․․․]ος [γ]εν[όµ]ε[νον γυµ]|[ν]ασίαρχον ἄρχο[ντα τοῦ] || [πρ]εσβ[υτ]ικ[οῦ 134
πο]ντάρχη[ν ἐπιτε]|λέσαντα ταυροκα[θάψια] | καὶ κυνηγέσιον καὶ [µονοµα]|χίαν κτλ.
 French 2004, 105-106 no. 105.135
 A full discussion on the evidence from Pompeiopolis mentioned in Fourcade 1811, 37-38 is in chapter 136
three. A short excursus here is necessary. Fourcade reported that he saw an inscription concerning a 
Pontarch at Pompeiopolis. Since Pompeiopolis was part of Pontus-Bithynia before 6/5 BCE, it had been 
assumed by Marek 2015, 311-312 and Edelmann-Singer 2015, 71 fn. 243 among others that this report may 
be considered the earliest evidence for the existence of a coastal Paphlagonian koinon in the first century 
BCE. Yet, Fourcade did not mention this pontarch as having presented games; we merely know that he was 
honored by Pompeiopolis by setting up an inscription in the most conspicuous place in the gymnasium. The 
fact that we have individuals 1) from Prusias ad Hypium serving as Pontarch (IK Prusia ad Hypium nos. 
13, 17, 29, 53) and 2) from Amastris serving as Bithyniarch (Kat. Amastris 95), as well as 3) a “son of 
Lesbos” and Lesbarch serving as Pontarch (Marek Kat. Amastris 19), suggests that the Pontarch from 
Pompeiopolis could have been not from Pontus-Bithynia.
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provincial and municipal offices shared many terms. The municipal High Priests in the 
province of Asia represents one of the clearest examples of the problem of 
identification.  For coastal Paphlagonia, the confusion is apparent in a list compiled by 137
Christian Marek, which records seven “Oberpriester” of Pontus in inscriptions from 
Amastris, Heraclea, and Abonuteichos. 
!  
FIG. 5. MAREK’S LIST OF HIGH PRIESTS IN PONTUS-BITHYNIA 
 A closer look at the source texts that mention these individuals discloses that 
Marek’s list of the High Priests of Pontus is comprised of three priesthoods. The first 
priest listed is Daimenes from Amastris, who held a High Priesthood without specific 
designation, making it difficult to divine which imperial or local cult was the priesthood’s 
responsibility. Gallus Avitus from Abonuteichos also held such a title. The second on the 
list – Gaius Iulius Aquila dated in the reign of Claudius from references in the inscription 
that also gives his career – held the title ὁ τοῦ ἐπουρανίου Θεοῦ Σεβαστοῦ ἀρχ[ιερεὺς διὰ 
βίου, with the Latin equivalent Divi Aug. perpetuus sacerdos also inscribed. It is the rest 
that held the title ἀρχιερεύς τοῦ Ποντοῦ, and only these can be securely associated with 
66  Städtewesen 
Doppelprovinz möglich war, sich in beiden 
Teilen der Übernahme dieser Aufgaben zu 
stellen. 
Ein  besonderes Problem  ist die  nur in 
Bithynien  (und  außerhalb Kleinasiens  im 
Bereich des sog. westpontischen Koinon) 
überlieferte Titulierung eines Funktionärs 
«des Koinon  der Hellenen». Die  Äquiva­
lenz mit «Helladarches»,  «Hellenarches», 
«erster der Hellenen» oder «bei den Helle­
nen»  hier und  in  anderen  Provinzen  liegt 
auf der Hand. Es kann kein Zweifel daran 
bestehen, daß die Titel nicht dasselbe mei­
nen wie Bithyniarches bzw. Oberpriester. 
Man wollte sie als Ehrentitel dieser Funk­
tionäre  nach  Ablauf  ihrer  Amtszeit  er­
klären, doch  geht  das  sicher  in  die  Irre. 
In Bithynien,  wo in  alter Zeit  die an  den 
Küsten siedelnden Griechen über die Ein­
heimischen des Binnenlandes  herrschten, 
war  der  Rangunterschied  zwischen  der 
Landbevölkerung  und  den  Polisbürgern 
lebendig geblieben.  Nicht jeder  Bithynier 
besaß  das  volle Bürgerrecht einer  Polis 
(s.u. S.67).  Daß etwa  an  der westlichen 
Schwarzmeerküste und  in Ankyra zu Be­
ginn der Provinzialisierung eine ähnliche 
Exklusivität der hellenisierten Polisbürger 
gegenüber  den  <Hintersassen>  herrschte, 
ist  unschwer  zu  denken.  Cassius  Dio 
schreibt  (51,  20, 7),  daß den  anfangs mit 
«Hellenen» bezeichneten Provinzialen, die 
den Kaiserkult in Pergamon  und Nikome­
deia ausüben durften, unter den Augustus 
nachfolgenden Imperatoren  nicht  nur  die 
«hellenischen» sondern  auch die anderen 
untertänigen Völker nacheiferten. Die De­
legiertenversammlungen  der  Provinzen 
waren  zunächst  ausdrücklich  Landtage 
von «Griechen»: das Koinon der Hellenen 
in Bithynien (xò KOIVÒVTCOV ÊV  BELSUVÌÌ^ 
'EXXTIVWV)  ­ vermutlich  der  älteren 
Nachbarprovinz Asia  nachgebildet ­ und 
die Nachbarin:  das Koinon  der Städte  in 
Pontos  (TO  KOIVÒV  T0)V  ÊV  ÜÓVXÜJ  JTÓ­
Xgcûv). Wenn die Oberpriester  des bithy­
nischen  Koinon  nebeneinander die Titel 
«Bithyniarches» und «Helladarches» bzw. 
«Hellenarches»  führten,  so deshalb, weil 
sie zwei  rechtlich  verschiedene Bevölke­
rungsgruppen repräsentierten. Da in unse­
ren kaiserzeitlichen Quellen die beiden Ti­
tel  stets  von  ein  und  derselben  Person 
geführt werden, liegt freilich der Gedanke 
nahe, daß diese Dichotomie in  der Praxis 
nur in den Anfängen der Provinzorganisa­
tion  bestand,  während  sie  in  der  hohen 
Kaiserzeit bloß noch titular in Erscheinung 
tritt. Wenn noch Severus Alexander an das 
Koinon der Hellenen in Bithynien schreibt, 
so könnte das  bedeuten, daß es den  Aus­
schuß noch gab.^ 
Dem heutigen Stand der epigraphischen 
Dokumentation entsprechen die folgenden 
Listen'(Tabelle rechte Seite). 
Rangunterschiede, Konkurrenz 
der Städte 
Alle Küstenstädte an der Propontis und am 
Schwarzen Meer  gehen  auf  griechische 
Gründungen bis in die Zeit um 700 v. Chr. 
zurück. Diese  Erinnerung  ist  über  Jahr­
hunderle wach  geblieben, und  noch Kon­
stantin  Porphyrogennetos  hebt  in  seiner 
Schrift De Thematibus (17) mehr als 800 
Jahre nach  Plinius und Traian  die  «Grie­
chenstädte und Gründungen der Griechen» 
hervor gegenüber dem charakterlich infe­
rioren Volk des Landesinnern. Daß es eine 
Abb. 100  Statuenbasis mit  Ehreninschrift 
für Septimius  Severus aus  Bithynion­Klau­
diupolis 198n. Chr. Aufgelistet  sind  die  12 
Phylen der Stadt und ihre Präsidenten. 
Abb. lOia.b  Münze von Amaseia 205­206 
n. Chr., sehr wahrscheinlich das Podium mit 
dem  Altar  des  Zeus  Stratios  beim  Dorf 
Yassiçal, 10 km östlich von  Amasya. Münz­
kabinett Winterthur (Inv. Nr. G 2337). 
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Trennlinie gab zwischen einer herrschen­
den,  hellenisierten  bzw.  ihre  hellenische 
Abkunft  demonstrierenden  Oberschicht 
der Städte und den noch bis in die Spätan­
tike  faßbaren  Schichten  nicht  oder 
schlecht Griechisch sprechender Einwoh­
ner, läßt sich in Bithynien und Pontos deut­
lich erkennen. Innerhalb der Poleis äußert 
sich diese Trennung  zuvorderst  in  einem 
Gegensatz  zwischen  Stadtbürgern  und 
«Landbewohnern», was besonders bei den 
großen Territorien ostbithynischer und pa­
phlagonischer  Städte  zur  Geltung  kam. 
Die «Bithynier» sind bei Dion eine mit den 
Polisbürgern nicht kompatible Klasse. Nur 
in Bithynien  (nicht  in  Paphlagonien  und 
Pontus) sind  Beamte belegt,  die die Bür­
gerlisten  führten  (Poleitographoi).  Ein 
hochgeehrter Bürger von Prusias am Hy­
pios,  Inhaber  zahlreicher  Ämter,  rühmt 
sich, den Einwohnern mehrmals Spenden 
von Geld  bzw. Lebensmitteln  gegeben zu 
haben. In der Formulierung wird deutlich 
unterschieden zwischen  zwei Empfänger­
gruppen:  den  «Berechtigten»  (Bürgern) 
auf der einen und den «das Hinterland Be­
wohnenden» auf der anderen Seile (l. Pru­
sias 17). Ob die statusrechtliche Tieferstel­
lung der Landbevölkerung auch außerhalb 
Bithyniens existierte, ist  nicht mit Sicher­
heit zu bestimmen. Noch um das Jahr 435 
n. Chr. sieht sich die Bürgergemeinde von 
Amisos als  eine nicht  nur von  den  Frem­
den am Ort, sondern auch von den Leuten 
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aus  dem  Umland  deutlich  getrennte 
Gruppe." 
Pompeius hatte den  Städten  erlaubt,  in 
ihre  Bürgerlislen  aufzunehmen,  wen  sie 
wollten,  außer solchen  Personen, die  aus 
einer anderen Stadt  Bithyniens stammten 
(Plin. 10,  114). Das Verbot richtete sich je­
denfalls gegen Doppel­ und Mehrfachbür­
gerrechte innerhalb der Provinz. Dagegen 
sollte  es ohne  weiteres möglich sein, die 
Nichtbürger  des eigenen Landes,  die  Bi­
thynier minderer Rechte,  in  den Bürger­
staius aufzunehmen. Pompeius' Absicht ist 
klar,  den  Kreis  der  Leistungsfähigen  für 
die kommunalen Ämter und Aufgaben zu 
erweitern, dagegen zu verhindern, daß die 
Elite der kleineren Städte in die größeren 
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abwandert und aus dem Lande selbst nicht 
genügend Leistungsträger  aufgenommen 
würden.  Allein  das  Gegenteil  taten  die 
Städte, und als Plinius sie an das Gesetz er­
innerte, legte man  ihm dar, es sei veraltet 
und seine Anwendung  in der Gegenwart 
hätte  desaströse  Folgen.  In  jeder  Sladt 
gebe es zahlreiche Ratsherren aus anderen 
Gemeinden. In der Tat gibt der Zeitgenosse 
Dion,  selbst  Inhaber  mehrerer  Bürger­
rechte,  zu  verstehen,  was  für die Bürger 
von Nikomedeia ihrer Feindschaft mit Ni­
kaia vorzuziehen wäre (38,  41): «Jemand 
in Eurer Stadt ist ein talentierter Redner; er 
wird auch jenen von Nutzen .sein. Bei jenen 
ist  jemand  reich.  Er  wird  auch  bei  Euch 
Leistungen erbringen». Inschriften, auf de­
Bithyniarchen 
Chrysogonos [1] 
Ti. Claudius Piso [2] 
Calpurnianus Fado [3] 
M. Domitius lulianus [4] 
[  ] Aischyli os (Domitian) [5] 
Moschos (?) (Hadrian) [6] 
Titius Ulpius Aelianus Antoninus 
(Antonine) [7J 
Titius Ulpius Aelianus Papianus 
(Severus­Caracalla) [8] 
M. Aur. Mindius Mattidianus Pollio 
(Severus) [9] 
M. Domitius Paulianus Falco 
(Caracalla) [10] 
M. Domitius Stratokies [11] 
M. Aurelius Chrysenius Damatrios [12] 
M. Aurel us Alexandres [13] 
Aurelius Marcianus (Diokletian) [14] 
Oberpriester Bithynia 
Secundus[23] 
P. Aelius Timotheos [24] 
Claudia Saturnina (Antonine) [25] 
Pontarchen v.  Pontus­Bithynia 
Claudius (?) [15] 
L. Caecilius Proculus [16] 
Sex. Vibius Aquila [17] 
M. Domitius lulianus [4] 
Titius Ulpius Aelianus Antoninus 
(Antonine) [7] 
M. lulius lulianus u. Sextilia Kyrilla 
(Severus) [18] 
Titius Ulpius Aelianus Papianus 
(Severus­Caracalla) [8] 
M. Aurelius Chrysenius Damatrios [12] 
M. Aurelius Alexandros [13] 
Pontarchen von Pontus 
M. Antonius Sergia Rufus (Hadrian) [19] 
lulius Potitus [20] 
lulius S.d. Timotheos [21] 
Ptolemaios [22] 
Oberpriester Pontus 
Daimenes [26] 
C. lulius Aquila (Claudius) [27] 
T. lulius Aquila [28] 
Ti. Claudius Lepidus [291 
Gallus Avitus [30] 
M. Aurelius Alexandros [13] 
Aurelius Alexandros S.d. Timotheos 
(Antonine) [31] 
Bithyniarchen und Pontarchen 
M. Domitius lulianus [4] 
Titius Ulpius Aelianus Antoninus 
(Antonine) [7] 
Titius Ulpius Aelianus Papianus 
(Severus­Caracalla) [8] 
M. Aurelius Chrysenius Damatrios [12] 
M. Aurelius Alexandros [13] 
Helladarchen, Hellenarchen 
Chrysogonos [1 ] 
Tiberius Claudius Piso [2] 
L. Aurelius Diogenianos Kallikles [32] 
M. Aurelius Philippianus lason 
(Severus­Caracalla) [33] 
M. Domitius Paulianus Falco 
(Caracalla) [34] 
Marek, Pontus et Bithynia: die römischen Provinzen im Norden Kleinasiens, 2003, 67.
 Frija 2012, 169-173, also the decisive differentiation discussed at 211-212, where Frija pointed out that 137
municipal High Priests from Asiatic cities rarely advanced to the High Priesthood of Asia, because the latter 
position required much more wealth, as well as an extensive network beyond the city.
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the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. The following is an expanded version of Marek’s 
dossier for closer examination. 
Table 1. Marek’s Dossier of High Priests 
NAME SOURCE 
FINDSPOT
TITLE IN SOURCE DATE IN SOURCE
1 Daimenes Amasra. In the 
house of Mustapha 
in 1933. Fascimile 
by Kalinka.
Δαι|μένους τοῦ 
τρὶς ἀρχι||ερέος 
κατὰ τὸ ἑξῆς καὶ | 
ἀγωνοθέτου
ἔτους βλρʹ = in the year 
132 (Lucullian era) = 62 
CE
2 Gaius Iulius Aquila Outskirts of 
Amasra.
Divi Aug. perpetuus 
sacer|dos . . . ὁ τοῦ 
ἐπουρανίου Θεοῦ | 
Σ<ε>βαστοῦ 
ἀρχ[ιερεὺς διὰ 
βίου?
pro pace Au[gusti] in 
honorem Ti. Claudi | 
Germanici [Caesaris 
Aug.] . . . bis in aerar(ium) 
delatus | a co(n)s(ulibus) 
A(ulo) Gabin[i]o [Secundo 
Ta]uro Statilio = 45-54 CE
3 Titus Iulius Aquila Fragment of a 
limestone block in a 
Wall at Amasra. 
Facimile by Kalinka.
ἀρ[χ]ιερέα τοῦ | 
[Π]όντου
ἀ[ν]αλαβόντ[α] | 
στέφα[ν]ο[ν] Αὐτοκράτο|
ρος Ν[ε]ρού[α] 
Τ[ρ]αιανοῦ Κ[αί]||
[σα]ρ[ος] Σε[βα]στοῦ 
Γερμα|[νικοῦ Δ]ακικο[ῦ] 
= 102-115 CE
4 Titus Claudius Lepidus Limestone block 
near “Marineschule” 
in Amasra; facimile 
by Kalinka
ἀρχιερ[έ]α τοῦ 
Πόντου
Τιβέριον Κλαύδιον 
Λέπιδον Λε[πί]|δου υἱὸν = 
Lucian Alexander Lepidus 
of Amastris = c. 150 CE
5 Aurelius Alexander son of 
Timotheus
Marble block seen 
by Kalinka at 
Eregli?
ἀρχιερέα τοῦ 
Πόντου
name of honorand assume 
to be late second century 
CE or later
6 Gallus Avitus Marble block in a 
corner of a bridge 
crossing the 
Awratschai west of 
Inebolu. Facimile 
by Kalinka.
δὶς ἀρχιερέα ἐν τῷ | δοσ´ ἔτει. = in the 
year 274 (Lucullan era) = 
204 CE
7 Marcus Aurelius Alexander Block in an 
enclosure wall of a 
barn at Gökgöz, 70 
km southeast of 
Amasra
ἀρχιερεὺς τοῦ 
Πόντου
ἐν τῷ θοσ´ ἔτει = in the 
year 279 (Lucullan era) = 
209 CE
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 Essentially Marek assumed that all High Priesthoods were provincial. A similar 
assumption is made by Fernoux with the Bithynian evidence. Fernoux proposes that any 
High Priesthood or archierosyne is an office of the Koinon,  which stands in contrast to 138
any hierosyne, which would be local priesthoods.  Three examples from the province of 139
Asia show that High Priesthoods could be municipal, indicated by their attributions τῆς 
πόλεως.  Gabriella Frija further identified 140 municipal High Priests from 81 140
communities in Asia, whose title was ἀρχιερεύς, some with attributions that designate 
specific charge, but none specifically marked τῆς Ἀσίας.  The distinction between 141
provincial and municipal High Priesthoods clearly existed during the Augustan period. 
The koinon High Priesthood would tend to be marked with an attribute τῆς Ἀσίας, and 
possibly leaving the municipal High Priest without apparent designation, but just as 
 IK Iznik no. 73: τὸν ἀρχιερέα | καὶ τειµητὴν καὶ π[̣ρ]ο|̣ήγορον δίκα[ιον καὶ] | ἀσιάρχη[̣ν] || Τ. Φλάουιο[ν] 138
| χαλκεῖς τὸ[ν] ἑαυτ[ῶν] | εὐεργέτην. IK Iznik no. 116: Γ. Κάσσιος Χρῆστος πρεσβύ[̣τερος καὶ] | ἀρχιερεὺς 
καὶ σεβαστοφάντης ̣| ἐτῶν νηʹ. IK Prusa ad Olympum no. 24: οἱ τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου Ὠφελίω|νος ἑταῖροι καὶ 
συνήθεις φί|λοι ἐτείµησαν Σακέρδοτα | Μενάνδρου τὸν ἀρχιερέα || καὶ γυµνασίαρχον τὸν ἑαυ[τ]|ῶν διὰ 
βίου εὐεργέτην ὑποσ|χοµένου τὸν τελαµῶνα δω|[ρ]εὰν ἀναστῆσαι ὑπὲρ τοῦ κοινοῦ Θεµιστο|κλῆς 
Λυσικλέους ὁ καὶ Φοῖβος. TAM IV.1 no. 33: … Π. Αἴλιον Τιµόθ[εον] | — — —ον ἀρχιερέα καὶ δὶ[ς ἄρ]||
[ξαντα τ]ῆς πόλεως τὴν µεγί[στην] | [ἀρχὴ]ν καὶ δὶς τοῦ κοινοβο[υλίου] κτλ. IK Prusias ad Hypium no. 53: | 
Βειθυνιάρχου καὶ Ποντάρχου καὶ νεωκόρου θεᾶς Δήµητρος καὶ || Φλαβίας Δοµιτίας Ἀρτεµωνίδος, 
ἀρχιερείας καὶ νεωκόρου θεᾶς | Δήµητρος, σὺν τοῖς τέκνοις ἑαυτῆς Γαίοις Ἰουλίοις Λευκούλλῳ | καὶ Ἱέρωνι 
Στρατίῳ καὶ Παύλῳ Λυκοµήδῃ καὶ Δοµιτίαις Ἰουλίαις | Μαρκιανῇ καὶ Ἰουλιανῇ τῇ, καὶ Λυκοµηδιανῇ τὸ 
ἄγαλµα τῇ πατρίδι διὰ τοῦ | Λυκοµήδους || τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτῆς.
 Fernoux 2004, 353-354.139
 Frija 2010 no. 104 = IPergamon 524; Frija 2010 no. 219 = SEG 46.1524; Frija 2010 no. 421 = Ramsay 140
1891, 643 no. 536.
 The range of the 140 priests span from as early as 27 BCE to the third century CE, with 33 examples 141
concentrated between 27 BCE to 14 CE.
!55
recognisable for the local audience.  Similar trends can be found from Lycia and 142
Galatia.   143
 Comparable evidence from Asia, Lycia and Galatia indicates that Marek’s 
assemblage of “Oberpriester” is suspect. Further differentiation of the different types and 
sub-types is necessary, less for the purpose of dispelling this generalising approach, than 
of more clearly identifying the relationship between some earlier High Priesthoods with 
that of Pontus attested in the second century CE. Controversial High Priesthoods, 
particularly nos. 1-2 from Amastris in the first century CE, are discussed in the following 
sections. 
 When supplemented with Friesen 1999, 283-284 on the evolutionary development of the High 142
Priesthood of Asia, Frija’s identification becomes clearer. The term High Priesthood of Asia became a 
standard title only after Augustus’ death, either under Tiberius or can be as late as 40 CE during the reign of 
Gaius. 
 Bean, Journeys 1965-1967 18, 36 (Oinoanda, Lycia) ll. 19-21: ἦρξα δὲ ἀπὸ ἀρχιε|̣|ρέος Κλα‵υ′δίου 143
Πτολε|µαίου; Eranos Vind. (1893) 85 = IGR 3.706 (Kyaneai, Lycia), ll. 1-3: [ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέος τῶν Σε]|
[βαστῶ]ν Μαυσ[ώλου] τοῦ | [Ἰ]άσονος, Λώου ι[ηʹ κτλ.; Serta Harteliana (1896) 1-7 = IGR 3.704 (Kyaneai, 
Lycia), l. 5: ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως τῶν Σεβαστῶν Φλαυίου Ἀττάλου, µηνὸς Ἀρτεµεισίου ιαʹ; l. 8-9 ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέ(ως) 
τῶν Σεβαστῶν Ἰουλίου | Τιτιανοῦ Φ[α]ν[ί]ου, µηνὸς Δείου ϛʹ Κανδυβέων, ιεʹ Λιµυρέων κτλ.; l. 11: ἐπὶ 
ἀρχιερέως τῶν Σεβαστῶν Φλαυίου Σώσου, µηνὸς Δύστρου —ʹ Ἀντιφελλειτ[ῶν]· l. 14: ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως τῶν 
Σεβαστῶν Οὐηρανίου Π[ρ]εισκιανοῦ, µηνὸς Δείου κʹ(?); ll. 18-19: ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως τῶν Σεβαστῶν Λικιννίου 
Στασιθέµιδος, | Ξανδικοῦ γʹ; I.Kaunos (Lycia) 35, ll. 1-6: ἐπ[̣ὶ Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος] | θεοῦ Τ[ραιαν]οῦ 
Παρθικο̣ῦ̣ ̣[υἱοῦ θε]|οῦ Νέρουα υἱωνοῦ Τραιανοῦ Ἁδ[̣ρι]|ανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ v ἐπὶ ̣ ἀρχι̣ε[ρέως] || τῶ̣ν̣ ̣Σεβαστῶν ̣
Λι̣κινίου̣ ̣Στ̣[̣α]σ[̣ι]|θέµι̣δος; Trysa, Lycia (Gölbaşi) & Kyaneai, Lycia (Yavu), betw. — IGR 3.710: ἡ ἐπι|
γραφὴ ἀνεγράφη διὰ τῶν ἀρχίων ἐπὶ ἀρχιε||[ρ]έως Κλ(αυδίου) Καλλισ[τρά]του Ἀλεξάνδρου ιβʹ; 
IStratonikeia 524 (Asia), ll. 1-2: [ἐ]πὶ ἀρχιερέως Μενάν|δρου τοῦ Στρατοκ[λ]|εῦς; IMylasa 373 (Asia), ll. 
1-2: ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως Μενάνδ[ρου τοῦ Φιλαργύρου, στεφανηφόρου δὲ Μενίππου] | τοῦ Εἰρηναίου; 
IStratonikeia 15 (Asia), l.16: ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως δὲ Σεβαστῶν Αὐτοκρατόρων κ[αὶ στ]εφανηφόρου θεοῦ 
Ἀπόλλωνος τὸ δʹ; IStratonikeia (Asia) 1006 ll. 1-5: [οἱ σ]τρατηγοὶ οἱ ἄρ|[ξ]αντες τὴν χει|µερινὴν τὴν ἐπὶ 
ἀρ|χιερέως Μέντορο||ς τοῦ Ἀπελλοῦ; IDidyma (Asia) 148, ll. 2-4: νεοπο̣|̣ιο̣ὶ̣ ̣ οἱ̣ πρώτως νεοποιήσαντες 
αὐτοῦ | ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως Γναίου Οὐεργιλίου Καπίτωνος; IPriene (Asia) 222, ll. 1-4: ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως Ῥω|µης κα̣ὶ̣ 
αὐτοκράτορος | [Καίσαρος Θ]εο̣ῦ Σεβασ|[τοῦ; Bosch, Quellen Ankara (Galatia) 155,128, ll. 46-48: ἐπὶ 
ἑλλαδάρχου Οὐλπί|[ου Αἰλίου Ποµπε]ιανοῦ καὶ ἀρχιερέως Μεµµίου | [․․․․․․․․․․․․]ου Διονυσίου τοῦ 
ἑλλαδάρχου.
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1.2.2 Archiereus from Amastris 
 The first High Priesthood to be discussed is the simple form, without additional 
epithet or designation. The single example from Amastris concerns one Daimenes and his 
sons Parmeniscus and Pharnaces, all of them High Priests of such sort. 
ὁ δῆµος | µαρτυρεῖ Παρµενίσκῳ | καὶ Φαρνάκῃ τοῖς Δαι|µένους τοῦ τρὶς ἀρχι||ερέος 
κατὰ τὸ ἑξῆς καὶ | ἀγωνοθέτου υἱοῖς ἀρ|χιερεῦσιν καὶ εὐθηνιάρ|χαις καὶ ἐπιστάταις 
καὶ | <ἀγορα>νόµοις καὶ || εὔχεται Διὶ Στρατηγῷ | καὶ Ἥρᾳ τοῖς πατρίοις θε|οῖς καὶ 
προεστῶσιν τῆς | πόλεως τοιούτους γεί|νεσθαι τοὺς ἀγορανό||µους πάντας ὁποῖοι 
ἐγέ|νοντο Παρµενίσκος κα[ὶ] | Φαρνάκης οἱ τροφεῖς. | ἔτους βλρʹ. 
The demos bears witness to Parmeniskos and Pharnakes, the sons of thrice chief 
priest and president of the games Daimenes, as chief priests, commissioners of the 
grain supply, overseers, and controllers of the market; and the demos pray to Zeus 
Strategos and Hera, the patron deities of the homeland and protector of the city, that 
all who become agoranomoi should be the sort of nurturing patrons Parmeniskos 
and Pharnakes have been. Year 132. 
 This inscription dates to the year 132 of the Lucullan era, or 62 CE. Marek only 
included Daimenes in his list of the High Priests of Pontus, but not his sons, perhaps due 
to his interpretation of the text. The plural dative ἀρχιερεῦσιν is a substantive noun, and 
not – as Marek may have believed – an adjective modifying υἱοῖς. The career of 
Daimenes – High Priest three times in succession and agonothete – is bracketed with 
τοῖς . . . υἱοῖς: this would already state clearly that the two honorands were sons of a High 
Priest, and there would be no need to re-emphasise “High Priest-sons of High Priest 
thrice in succession.” It seems that this reference is for the purpose of pointing to the 
highlight of the public career of Daimenes, since no municipal office was mentioned, 
even though one could reasonably assume that he must have served other liturgies of his 
municipality. Thus ἀρχιερεῦσιν is the first of a string of offices in the dative, agreeing 
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with Parmeniskos and Pharnakes, followed by the eutheniarchia, the epistateia, and the 
agoranomia, municipal-level offices concerning the procurement of supplies of food, 
overseeing construction and regulating trade. There is then the question of what High 
Priest here really stands for – an office of the municipality of Amastris, or of the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus? 
 To equate the High Priesthood taken up by Daimenes, Parmeniskos and Pharnakes 
with the High Priesthood of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus would be to assume that 
the High Priesthood simple was abbreviated in an official document by the demos, which 
runs counter to the apparent effort of this inscribed text to document the exact nature of 
the offices held by Daimenes and his two sons. Admittedly, common practice indicates 
that abbreviation was, to a certain degree, allowed. According to Gabrielle Frija’s survey, 
about 280 titles of the ἀρχιερεύς or ἀρχιερεύς τῶν Σεβαστῶν types are without specific 
attribution to indicate whether they are municipal or provincial. Only 20 cases bear 
attributions such as ἀρχιερεῖς τῆς πατρίδος and ἀρχιερεῖς τῆς πόλεως that help pin down 
the municipal nature of a High Priesthood.  The priesthood of Daimenes and his sons 144
does not contain such clear attribution. 
 The of Titus Claudius Socrates Sacerdotianus from Thyatire offers a good 
example for determining the nature of such generic High Priesthood.  He was 145
advertised as simply High Priest in one short honorific decree issued by the boule and 
 Frija 2012, 71-72.144
 Frija 2012, 72.145
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demos of Thyateira honoring him,  and was again rendered as such in an elaborate 146
honorific inscription generously honoring his son Tiberius Claudius Menogenes 
Caecilianus (who was High Priest of Asia), as well as his parents Claudius Socrates and 
Antonia Caecilia (both High Priest and High Priestess of Asia).  In a third honorific 147
inscription (also honoring his son) he was styled High Priest of the emperors for life, with 
the attribution “of Asia” again noticeably missing.  The absence of the attribution τῆς 148
Ἀσίας was likely deliberate. We can claim that Sacerdotianus was the municipal High 
Priest at Thyateira, unlike his son, and unlike his parents. 
 A case to the contrary is that of Aulus Iulius Quadratus,  a prominent citizen of 149
Pergamon who was adlected into the senate by Vespasian and served as proconsul and 
legatus Augusti for several provinces in the Flavian period and during the reign of 
Trajan.  He was designated “High Priest of the temples in Pergamon” in a short text 150
 TAM V.2 979: [ἀγαθῆι τύ]χη̣ι. | [ἡ βουλὴ κα]ὶ ὁ δῆµος | [Τιβέρ.] Κλ̣αύδιον Σω|̣[κράτην Σ]ακερδωτια||146
[νόν, τὸ]ν ̣ἱερέα τοῦ Κα|[θηγεµ]όν̣ος Διονύσου |[καὶ ἀρ]χιερέα. 
 TAM V.2 976: ἀγαθῆι τύχηι. | ἡ κρατίστη καὶ φιλοσέβαστος τῆς λαµ|προτάτης καὶ διασηµοτάτης καὶ 147
ἱερᾶς | τοῦ προπάτορος θεοῦ Ἡλίου Πυθίου || Τυριµναίου Ἀπόλλωνος Θυατειρηνῶν | πόλεως βουλὴ 
ἐτίµησεν Τιβ. Κλ. Μηνογέ|νην Καικιλιανὸν τὸν ἐκ πατέρων διὰ βίου | ἱερέα τοῦ Καθηγεµόνος Διονύσου καὶ 
ἀρχιε|ρέα τῆς Ἀσίας καὶ τῆς πατρίδος κατὰ τὸ αὐτὸ || [κ]αὶ ἀγωνοθέτην υἱὸν Κλ. Σωκράτους Σακερ|
[δ]ωτιανοῦ ἀγωνοθέτου καὶ στεφανηφόρου | [κ]αὶ δὶς πρυτάνεως καὶ ἀρχιερέως καὶ ἱερέως | τοῦ Διονύσου 
καὶ Ἰουλ. Μηνογενίδος τῆς ἀνα|θείσης τοὺς ξυστοὺς τῆι πατρίδι ἀγωνοθέτι||δος καὶ στεφανηφόρου καὶ 
πρυτάνεως, θυγα|τρὸς τῆς πόλεως, φύσει δὲ Μηνογένους ἀγω|νοθέτου καὶ στεφανηφόρου καὶ πρυτάνεως, | 
ἔκγονον Κλ. Σωκράτους καὶ Ἀντωνίας Καικι|λίας τῶν ἀρχιερέων τῆς Ἀσίας καὶ ἀγωνοθε||τῶν καὶ 
στεφανηφόρων καὶ πρυτάνεων κτλ.
 TAM V.2 980: [ – – – ] | [ – – – ] | ἀρχιερέως Ἀσία[ς] | υἱὸν Σωκράτην Σακε[ρ]|δωτιανὸν ἀρχιερέα δ[ι]|ὰ 148
βίου τῶν Σεβαστῶν || στεφανηφορήσαντα | καὶ πρυτανεύσαντα | καὶ ἀγωνοθετήσαντ[α] | ἔργων τε 
ἀναθήµασιν ̣| καὶ φιλοτειµίαις παντο||δαπαῖς ἀπὸ παιδὸς κοσ|̣µήσαντα τὴν πατρίδ[α] | καὶ ἐκ προγόνων 
φιλό|δοξον ἐν παντί τε κ[αι]|ρῷ χρήσιµον τῇ πόλε[̣ι] || καὶ ἐν πᾶσιν λαµπρῶ[ς] | καὶ πολυδαπάνως ἀνα|
στραφέντα.
 Frija 2012, 72.149
 IMT Kaikos 832 = CIG 3532 : ἡ βουλὴ καὶ ὁ δῆµ[ος] | ἐτείµησεν | [Αὖ]λον Ἰούλιον Κουαδρᾶτον | 150
[ὕπ]ατον, ἀνθύπατον Κρή||[τ]ης καὶ Κυρήνης, πρεσβευτὴν | τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ ἐπαρχείας | Καππαδοκικῆς, 
πρεσβευτὴν | τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ καὶ ἀντιστρά|τηγον Λυκίας καὶ Πανφυλίας, || πρεσβευτὴν Ἀσίας βʹ, πρεσ|
βευτὴν Πόντου καὶ Βειθυν[ί]|[ας], φρᾶτρεµ ἀρουᾶλεµ, | [σε]πτ[ε]µού[ιρα ἐ]πουλώνουµ, | [τ]ὸν εὐεργέτην 
[κ]αὶ κτίστη[ν] | τῆς πόλεως, τῆς βου[λῆς] | [ἐ]κ τῶν ἰδίων ἀναθ[είσης]. PIR2 J 507.
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issued by the boule and demos of Pergamum.  Whether High Priesthood of the temples 151
in Pergamon was municipal or provincial is difficult to distinguish. Pergamum became 
twice neokoros in the reign of Trajan, and the reference to Quadratus as High Priest of the 
temples in Pergamum may reflect the completion of the second temple.  This 152
interpretation assumes that the audience in Pergamum and the province of Asia in general 
would not need the attribution τῆς Ἀσίας to determine whether Quadratus held a 
provincial or municipal priesthood. Yet the inscription does not contain clear 
chronological information, and we have only a general sense that the second temple was 
founded between 114-116 CE.  We can certainly assume that Quadratus was the 153
provincial High Priest to the temples in Pergamum, but there are apparent risks. 
 To return to the case of Daimenes and his two sons: that evidence was an official 
document issued by the demos suggests that the terminology used would reflect diligence 
on the issuer’s part in communicating the nature of the office, and the likelihood is that 
the High Priest simple is municipal, as this office needed no additional clarification to 
indicate that it was otherwise. There is less risk in identifying Parmeniscus and Pharnaces 
as Amastrian municipal High Priests sometime before 62 CE, and we can even venture to 
attribute Daimenes’ High Priesthood to an earlier date, in the reign of Claudius. 
 It is unclear exactly what the duties of this municipal High Priesthood were, 
except that the officeholder would be responsible for a temple or altar, and perhaps be in 
 IvP III 20: [ἡ βουλὴ καὶ] | [ὁ δῆµος τῆς µητρο]|[πόλεως τῆς Ἀσίας καὶ] | [δὶς νε]ωκ̣[̣όρου πρ]ώτης || 151
[Περγ]αµηνῶν πόλεως | ἐτίµησε | Ἀ.̣ [Ἰ]ού̣λ̣ιον Κουαδρᾶτον | ἀρχιερατεύσαντα | φιλοτείµως καὶ ἀξίως | 
ναῶν τῶν ἐν Περγάµῳ.
 Burrell 2004, 22-37.152
 Burrell 2004, 23.153
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charge of processions and games, if any, that would be associated with the honoring of 
emperors and their families. The case for the charge of the High Priesthood to be 
concerned with emperor worship requires support of specific objects of cult, such as 
temple or altar, dated to the reign of Nero. A rescue excavation in 1993 at Amastris 
uncovered four headless statues, among which one over-life-size female, with a preserved 
height of 180 cm and replicating the “Artemisia” statue type from the Mausoleum of 
Halicarnassus,  is of particular interest due to the datable style of her attire. The female 154
figure was dressed in a himation and stola over a gap-sleeved chiton, though the trace of 
the stola disappears at breast level.  Aydin et al. have dated this female statue to no later 155
than the end of the first century CE, following Birgit Scholtz’s study on the stola’s history 
and its relations with Roman matrona. Scholtz found that the stola was primarily a first-
century CE phenomenon closely connected with the conservative marriage laws and 
concepts of matrimonial fidelity promoted by Augustus and Vespasian (with very limited 
revival in the policy on marriage of Antonine Pius), but from the reign of Tiberius 
onwards the obvious limitations on the freedom of movement imposed by the dress have 
also limited such depictions on statues associated with imperial propaganda.  Aydin et 156
al. see the fine quality of the workmanship and the over-life-size scale of the statue as 
further indicators that this female statue depicted a member of the imperial family, though 
 Otherwise known as the “Orans” type, with which some statues of Livia and Crispina were modeled 154
upon. Alexandridis 2004, no. 33 & 215.
 Aydin et al. 2015, 226. Aydin et al. claims that there is a strap depicted on the right shoulder of the statue 155
– unfortunately the photo provided in their article does not give a detailed view of it. An amateur photo by 
Dick Schmitt on the public domain captures the gap-sleeve tunic and the stola from an alternative angle. 
http://dickschmitt.com/travels/black-sea/overview/large_Images/2008-08-05-turkey-amasra-112-
museum-14-hall-of-statues-2.JPG accessed 2MAR2017.
 Scholtz 1992, 99.156
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they were rightly conservative in not suggesting that this statue might be part of a group 
associated with the imperial cult.  The statue may be connected to the municipal High 157
Priesthood, either as object or worship or honorific votive. 
 The three High Priests in the reign of Claudius and Nero are themselves an 
indication that the imperial cult was already part of the Amastrian municipal magistracy 
in the Julio-Claudian period. The High Priesthood without any attribution suggests that 
this office was not part of the koinon magistracy, according to comparable examples from 
Bithynia, Asia and elsewhere. The successive attainment of this office by Deimenes and 
his sons, hints at a degree of hereditary control of the imperial cult by powerful local 
dignitaries. It is unclear how long Daimenes’ successors were able to maintain control of 
the municipal imperial cult, and it is also uncertain whether this cult would continue to 
thrive in the second century CE, as this office disappears in the Amastrian epigraphic 
record. Nor do we know whether the High Priesthood simple would have continued at 
Amastris, or was superseded by a High Priesthood that focused on the worship of Divus 
Augustus. This latter cult, dedicated to Divus Augustus, will be introduced in the next 
section as possibly the precursor to the koinon High Priesthood in the Trajanic period and 
later, due to its regionalising tendencies.  
1.2.3 Perpetuus Sacerdos Divi Augusti and the Aquila Monuments 
 In this section we discuss the remains of a rupestral sculpture group associated 
with the cults of Theos Hypsistos Helios and Divus Augustus, and the High Priest that 
 Aydin et al. 2015, 228.157
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created it. The sculpture group is commonly referred to as “Kuş kayası Yol Anıtı” or 
Bird-rock roadside monument. For our purposes we call these the Aquila Monuments, 
since an inscription found among the sculptures inform us that it was Gaius Iulius Aquila, 
the permanent High Priest of Divus Augustus (perpetuus Sacerdos Divi Augusti), who cut 
through the mountains and paved the road that lies between modern Amasra and Bartin. 
The monument group that Aquila carved out seems to be a ceremonial space for an 
assimilated imperial cult that had a regional rather than an urban following. We begin 
with a brief overview of the various elements of the Aquila Monuments, followed by a 
closer look at the priesthood held by Aquila and the possibility of its being a position of 
regional significance. 
1.2.3.1 The Passageway as Monument 
 Aquila’s dedication of his work in cutting through the mountain and paving the 
road to Claudius is advertised in a bilingual inscription located along the southwest 
section of the pass. 
pro pace Au[gusti] in honorem Ti. Claudi | Germanici [Caesaris Aug.] Divi Aug. 
perpetuus sacer|dos C(aius) Iulius [Aquila pr]aef(ectus) fabr(um) bis in aerar(ium) 
delatus | a co(n)s(ulibus) A(ulo) Gabin[i]o [Secundo Ta]uro Statilio Corvino mon||
tem cecidit e[t viam – – – ]essionem d(e) s(uis) p(ecuniam) f(ecit). | vacat | ὑπὲρ 
τῆς Σεβα[στῆς εἰρήνης καὶ εἰς] τὴν τειµὴν Τιβερίου Κλαυ|δίου Γερµ[ανικ]ο[ῦ 
Καίσαρος Σεβασ]το[ῦ] ὁ τοῦ ἐπουρανίου Θεοῦ | Σ<ε>βαστοῦ ἀρχ[ιερεὺς διὰ 
βίου? Γάϊος] Ἀκυίλας ἔπαρχος || δὶς εἰς τὸ αἰρ[άριον ἀναφερόµεν]ος ὑπὸ ὑπάτων 
Ὤλου Γα|εινίου Σεκού[νδου καὶ Ταύρου Στα]τειλίου Κορουίνου τὸν λόφον | 
κόψας τὴν ὁδ[ὸν - - - - - - - - - ]ον ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων ὑπαρχόντων | ἐποίησεν. 
On account of the Augustan peace, in honor of Tiberius Claudius Germanicus 
Caesar Augustus, the permanent (high)-priest of (Epouranios) Divus Augustus, 
Gaius Iulius Aquila, registered twice at the aerarium as praefectus fabrum by the 
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consuls Aelius Gabinius Secundus (then) Taurus Statilius Corvinus, cut through 
the mountain and (paved?) the road, made this at his own expense. (Translation 
mine) 
The inscription was more than to tout Aquila’s generous effort in creating a mountain 
pass. In dedicating his work to Claudius, Aquila was made public a privately funded 
venture. Aquila’s was not a consular or praetorian road. It is more appropriately described 
as a “local road” that linked village to village (uia uicinalis),  or a public road in the 158
sense that it connected a consular road to a settlement.  This passage was still in use in 159
the 19th century by travellers, as the terrain along the shores west of Amasra made 
passage prohibitive.  160
 Dig. 43.8.20-23, es 43.8.22: uiarum quaedam publicae sunt, quaedam priuatae, quaedam uicinales. 158
publicaes uias dicimus, quae Graeci βασιλικάς, nostri praetorias, alii consulares uias appellant. priuatae 
sunt, quas agrarias quidam dicunt. uicinales sunt uiae, quae in uicis sunt uel quae in uicos ducunt: has 
quoque publicas esse quidam dicunt: quod ita uerum est, si non excollatione priuatorum hoc iter 
constitutum est. [Some roads are public, some private, some local. We mean by public roads what the 
Greeks call royal, and our people, praetorian or consular roads. Private roads are what some call agrarian 
roads. Local roads are those that are in villages or lead to villages. These some call public, which is true, 
provided that they have not been established by the contribution of land by private persons. (Trans. 
Watson)]
 Dig. 43.8.23 has ergo, quae post ocnsularem exicipiunt in uillas uel in alias colonias ducentes, putem 159
etiam ipsas publicas esse. [these roads which are entered from the consular road and lead to farmhouses or 
other settlements I should think are public also. (Trans. Watson)]
 Eyice 1955, 109-110.160
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FIG. 6. AQUILA MONUMENTS AND LOCATION 
 Aquila’s dedication of this road to the honor of Claudius was likely not simply 
words but deed: Eyice reports that the bilingual inscription is associated with a gabled 
aedicula flanked by two columns, though he did not interpret this as a shrine dedicated to 
the emperor.  Aquila’s dedicatory act is the creation of a cultic space, in the form of a 161
roadside imperial shrine. The dedication may have also been critical to the later evolution 
of the passage into a ceremonial space, where the accumulative advertisement of 
 Eyice 1955, 110.161
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benefactions to imperial and local cults multiplied its potential influence and possible 
functions. 
 Eyice observed the existence of a staircase leading down the slopes of the 
ceremonial passageway, and he pointed out that it remains uncertain whether this 
staircase was in fact the road leading to the small harbor town of Tarlaağzı.  If we also 162
consider Gömü, another community sitting between Amasra and Tarlaağzı, to have been 
connected by a direct route to this passageway, the ceremonial space would have served 
an important intersection and potential gathering space for several communities on the 
northern side of the Olgassys range. 
1.2.3.2 The Sculptural Monuments 
 The Aquila Monuments consist of a togate figure within an arcuating niche (c. 
1.85 m in height, 1.10 m in width and 0.5 m deep) that is situated atop a podium (c. 1.50 
in height); the podium and niche are flanked by a column (1.87 m in height) on top of a 
pedestal (1.50 m in height), with a perched eagle grasping an ornate feather.  All 163
elements are carved out of the rockface along a paved mountain pass with a width 
between 2-5 meters, facing north, with a clear view of Amastris and the Black Sea. The 
watercolor was created by Jules Laurens in July of 1847 while he accompanied 
 Eyice 1955, 111.162
 Eyice 1955, 110-112.163
!66
Hommaire de Hell on his voyage through Anatolia, and the photos taken by Marek in 
1993 provide additional visual reference.  164
!  
FIG. 7. THE AQUILA MONUMENTS, MAREK PHOTO AND LAURENS WATERCOLOR 
 Hommaire de Hell 1860, 46-47, comments on the geological aspect of the stone face in which the 164
monument was carved, without commenting on the monument itself. Jules Laurens, “Tête de voie romaine 
en Bithynie, Amasserah” in the Musée des Beaux-Arts de Marseille (accession number BA 755) shows the 
monument relatively intact in 1847; later the stone facing with moulding below the niche was destroyed.
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FIG. 8. THE AQUILA MONUMENTS, LAURENS WATERCOLOR CLOSEUP 
 Laurens’ watercolor makes the togate figure’s “arm-sling” pose apparent, with the 
crooked right arm pulling up the cloth and holding it in place beneath the neck, and the 
detailed rendering of the garment that has now become too deteriorated would have been 
impressive to the viewer looking from below.  Eyice notes that both later photos and 165
Lauren’s watercolor confirm that the head of the togate figure was not sculpted from the 
rock face, but rather installed through a dowel hole to the neck.  This feature suggests 166
the portraiture was carefully designed for verisimilitude, or made in such a way that the 
 Stone 1994, 16165
 Eyice 1955, 112.166
!68
monument anticipated periodic changes to the portrait head but not the rest of the body. 
An inscribed tabula ansata above the niche offers some context for the niched togate, but 
considerable damage due to weathering has left only enough letters from the first four 
lines for the restoring of the preamble.  The restoration by Kalinka was carried out 167
using the inscribed tabula ansata to the right of the monument along the passageway to 
Bartin, mentioned earlier as the inscription that dedicated the road to Claudius. Kalinka 
identified a four-bar sigma in line 11, and line 13 may have a trace of a lambda, 
suggesting that the rest of the text may have been Greek.  168
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FIG. 9. SKETCH AND LOCATION OF TABULA ANSATA ABOVE AQUILA MONUMENT NICHE 
 Kalinka 1993, 64-65 no. 13.167
 Kalinka 1933, 64. The facsimile is not reproduced by Marek in photo nor in transcription.168
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 Implicit in the preamble, as expressed with the nominative and the accusative 
cases, is that a High Priest with the title ὁ τοῦ ἐπουρανίου θεοῦ Σεβαστοῦ ἀρχιερεύς was 
the dedicant, who performed an action – such as the commission of the niched togate 
figure – to honor Claudius. The straightforward interpretation of this dedicant-honorand 
relationship would be that the togate figure was Claudius himself.  While sharing the 169
preamble, the two tabulae ansatae may have been very different in content. The bilingual 
text dedicated the cutting and paving of the passageway to Claudius, and this could not 
have been the same text in the tabula ansata above the niche. Furthermore, Kalinka’s 
observation of the Greek letters in the second half of this heavily damaged inscription 
implies that the inscribed text must have been entirely Greek. It would be reasonable to 
assume that Gaius Iulius Aquila made the two dedications to Claudius. 
 The dedications to Claudius is somewhat peculiar, considering that Aquila’s cult 
was specifically dedicated to Divus Augustus. This cult was likely founded during the 
Augustan period or shortly afterwards, and it may be connected with the Augustan 
settlement of 27 BCE. The Augustan settlement of 27 BCE formally defined the double 
province of Pontus-Bithynia as a praetorial province held by the Roman Senate, and the 
contours given by Strabo include Bithynia, the Propontis, and “certain parts of 
Pontus” (Πόντου τινῶν µερῶν). Perhaps the cult to Augustus was responding to this 
event, and upon Augustus’ deification the cult became dedicated to Divus Augustus. The 
 In this case, the removable head is both an indication of carefully sculpted portraiture, as well as leaving 169
open the monument’s potential for reuse. Reusing imperial statuary did carry some degree of risk based on 
anecdotes from Suetonius, Suet. Tib. 58; on the examples of imperial statuary reuse, Blanck 1969, 65-94 
discusses several examples (p. 86 B 44;  p. 88 B 54; p. 90, B 63). Marek 1993, 92, interpreted the togate 
figure as the High Priest and equestrian Gaius Iulius Aquila, though the inscription above the statuary 
specifically honoring Claudius makes this identification difficult.
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dedications to Claudius may be understood as a new direction of emperor worship that 
Aquila initiated during his service as perpetuus sacerdos of the cult. The significance of 
perpetuus is debated. The epithet perpetuus and its equivalent δὶα βίοῦ are attested 
widely in both the Latin West and the Greek East as bestowed upon magistrates of both 
municipal and provincial posts.  The epithet perpetuus was likely an indication of 170
exclusivity, since only a very small number of magistrates who can be referred to as 
perpetuus. In cases from the Iberian peninsula, Robert Étienne suggested that the ordo 
decurionum may have had the right to assign honorary status to a previous flamen upon 
the election of a new one.  More generally, perpetuus could be an honorary title 171
commending an office holder who has concluded his service, or a designation that makes 
an individual’s tenure of an office permanent.  The permanent status seems the more 172
appropriate interpretation for the dedicant of the Aquila monuments, as it seems 
counterintuitive for the same dedicant to make two epigraphic dedications to the same 
emperor for the same occasion, when one longer text would have sufficed. A prolonged 
 In Bithynia alone, there are nine types of municipal magistracies and priesthoods that were awarded 170
with the epithet. IK Apameia (Bith.) u. Pylai 114, ll. 4-5: . . . γυµνασίαρχον διὰ | βίου κτλ.; IK Iznik 61, l. 
13 . . . [ἐ]κδικοῦντος διὰ βίου Αὐρ. Στεφάνου; IK Iznik no. 62, ll. 9-10: ἐκδικοῦντος || διὰ βίου Μ. Αὐρ. 
Καλλίστου κτλ.; IK Prusa ad Olympum no. 13, ll. 5-6: λογιστὴ[ν] | διὰ βίου κτλ.; IK Prusias ad Hypium no. 
49, l. 6: [κο]ιν̣ό̣βουλον διὰ βίο̣[υ]; IK Prusias ad Hypium no. 31, ll. 8-9: ἱερεὺς τῆς κώµης δι|ὰ βίου; IK 
Prusias ad Hypium no. 10, ll. 3-4: πολειτογράφον | διὰ βίου; IK Prusias ad Hypium no. 17, ll. 11-12: ἱερέα | 
διὰ βίου τοῦ Σωτῆρος Ἀσ̣κληπιο[ῦ; IK Prusias ad Hypium no. 11, ll. 2-3 ἄρχοντα ἐν τῇ πατρίδι τῷ τῆς 
πορφύρας σχήµατι καὶ διὰ | [β]ίου. IK Iznik no. 61: [ἡ γερουσία — — —] | Ὀνήσιµον | Ὀνησίµου, τὸν 
ἀγαθόν, γραµ|µατεύσαντα καὶ γυµνασιαρχή||σαντα ἐνδόξως καὶ ἑστιάσαν|τα τὸ συνέδριον µεγαλοπρεπῶς 
καὶ | δό[ντα] διαδόσεως ἑκάστῳ γερουσιασ|τῇ ἀτ[τικὰς τέ]σσαρας καὶ ἄρξα[ντ]α | τὴν µεγίστην ἀρχὴν ἐ[π’] 
ἀρχόντων || Ἀρισταινετιανοῦ Ἀµµιανοῦ | καὶ Παυλεινιανοῦ Τρύφωνος, |[γ]ραµµατεύοντος Αὐρ. Συµφόρου, 
| [ἐ]κδικοῦντος διὰ βίου Αὐρ. Στεφάνου.
 Étienne 1958, 237. This position has been cited by Fishwick 2002b, 30 fn. 49; Liertz 1998, 38 as the 171
basis for their respective interpretations concerning the flamines perpetui.
 Ameling 1984, 66. Fernoux stipulates that he was also awarded the epithet δὶα βίοῦ to his magistracy 172
and his membership in the Koinon assembly (κοινόβουλον διὰ βίου) by the authorities of Prusias ad 
Hypium for securing the emperor’s permission to establish a penteteric games in the emperor’s honor. 
Fernoux 2004, 357-358.
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tenure for Aquila, during which time he made separate dedications along the passageway, 
could explain the repeated dedications to Claudius. We find, therefore, that Aquila’s High 
Priesthood was different from the High Priesthood held by Daimenes and his sons, which 
did not have a precisely defined deity of worship, and nor the permanent status that 
Aquila held. 
 Another aspect separating the priesthoods of Aquila and Daimenes and his sons 
lies in the Greek title of Aquila’s priesthood: epouranios lacks a corresponding word in 
the Latin title. The expression epouranios in combination with Augustus is rare, with 
only one other precedent at Erythrai, where “the demos (made a dedication) to Gaius 
Iulius Augustus Caesar theos epouranios.”  The connection between epouranios and 173
Zeus Hypsistos, on the other hand, is common, and further associations can be made with 
Zeus Epouranios (Δίος Ἐπουρανίος) from Nicaea  and Egypt.  The column with the 174 175
perched eagle flanking the niched togate figure becomes in this context relevant. Eagles 
are commonly found associated with dedications to Theos Hypsistos,  and it is therefore 176
not surprising to find a dedication to this cult on the column pedestal. Laurens depicted 
several letters on the inscribed pedestal. Kalinka’s sketch and transcription offer a clear 
reading of the first two lines, indicating that it was a dedicatory inscription to Theos 
 Erythrai 63: [ὁ δῆ]µος | [Γαίωι Ἰουλίωι Σε[βαστῶι Καίσαρι | [θεῶι ἐπ]ουρανίωι. 173
 IK Iznik 1115 Διὶ Ἐπουρανίῳ | κατὰ ἐπιτα|γήν, 3rd century CE. IK Iznik 1114 Ἀριστοκράτης | καὶ 174
Ἀπολλόθ|µις ὑ Ἀριστοκρ|ἀτου Διὶ Ἐπου|ρανίῳ ἀνέστη|σαν, 4th century CE. 
 SB 1.4166 Ζεὺς | ἐπουρ|ἀνιος. To be distinguished from Theos Hypsistos in an inscription concerning 175
the construction of a prayer house found in Galatia. RECAM II 209B τῷ µεγάλῳ | Θεῷ Ὑψίστῳ καὶ | 
Ἐπουρανίῳ καὶ | τοῖς ἁγίοις αὐτοῦ || ἀνγέλοις καὶ τῇ | προσκυνητῇ αὐ|τοῦ προσευχῇ τὰ | ὧδ̣ε̣ ἔργα γείνεται | 
— — —; late 2nd to 3rd century CE. Sheppard 1981, 96. Other less specific uses include IK Anazarbos 75 
& 135 θε|οὺς ἐπουρανίους; IGR III 1444 πάντας ἐπουρανίους.
 Mitchell 1999, 99-101.176
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Hypsistos Helios the listener.  The cult of Theos Hypsistos Helios is attested at 177
Pergamum and Alexandria and associated with open-air sanctuaries and the worship of 
the upper air of heaven and the sun,  and here, in this ceremonial passageway, open-air 178
dedications could also have taken place at an altar that is no longer present. 
!  
FIG. 10. SKETCH OF THEOS HYPSISTOS EPEKOOS HELIOS INSCRIPTION 
 The presence of dedicatory monuments to the cult of Theos Hypsistos Helios in a 
space primarily dedicated to Claudius suggests the possibility of an assimilated imperial 
cult, and Aquila’s priesthood may reflect this assimilation. It is unclear what relationship 
this cult has with Amastris but, as attested in the inscription honoring the sons of the High 
Priest Daimenes,  the principal patron deities of Amastris were Zeus Strategos and 179
Hera, suggesting that the cult here was perhaps local, or that Aquila deliberately 
introduced it to expand the audience and scope of his High Priesthood, if not to 
regionalise the imperial cult under his purview. Possibly, the syncretistic imperial cult 
 Kalinka 1993, 64-65 no. 13.θεῶι ὑψίστωι | ἐπηκό[ω]ι Ἡλ[ίω]ι | εὐ[ερκῆ? ἕδρ[α]ν | καὶ τὸν ἀε?]τ[ὸν . . . | 177
τ[α]ῖον etc. Eyice noticed that a cross was carved onto the top of the column, and assumed that the 
dedicatory inscription may have been, like the cross, inscribed later, we could disassociate the cross and the 
inscription on good grounds. 
 Mitchell 1999, 91.178
 Kat. Amastris no. 3 ll. 10-12 ὁ δῆµος . . . εὔχεται Διὶ Στρατηγῷ | καὶ Ἥρᾳ τοῖς πατρίοις θε|οῖς κτλ.179
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was established in the context of the administering of the imperial oath, such as the so-
called Oath of Gangra from Vezirköprü, administered at the sebasteion in Gangra of the 
province of (Inner) Paphlagonia.  This oath, dated to 3/2 BCE, includes clear 180
instructions on where the oath-taking must be administered and to whom.  There are 181
specific locations such as the sebasteia at Gangra and Neapolis, but also the general 
reference to the chora in the province of Paphlagonia which is unique among the corpus 
of extant imperial period oaths, as they are mostly municipal instead of regional or 
provincial.  The design of the oath is to have all parties taking it to feel compelled to be 182
bound by the loyalty that they themselves speak of, by divine retribution over their 
person, their property, and their descendants. Hence the oath-taker swore to specific 
deities that were invoked in the oath – Zeus, Ge, Helios, and all male and female deities – 
that preceded Augustus.  The three θεοὶ ὅρκοι  expressly named may not have been 183 184
“local” deities in particular, but a conventional sequence common in Asia Minor since the 
 Sørensen 2015, 16-20 gives a revised measurement, text and commentary based on his own autopsy as 180
well as the drawing and transcription in Anderson et al., 1910, no. 67.
 ll. 4-7 ὅρ]||κος ὁ τελεσθ[εὶς] ὑπὸ τῶ[ν] κατοικ[ούντων Πα]|φλαγονία[ν καὶ τῶν πραγ]µατευοµ[ένων πα]|181
ρ᾽ αὐτοῖς Ῥ[ωµαίων] κτλ.
 Herrmann 1968, 90-110 esp. 96-97 offers a close study of the oath in comparison with others in the 182
Augustan period.
 ll. 8-12 ὀµνύω{ι} Δία Γῆν Ἥλιον θεοὺς πάντα[ς καὶ πά]|σας καὶ αὐτὸν τὸν Σεβασ[τ]ὸν εὐνοή[σειν Καί]||183
σαρι Σεβαστῶι καὶ τοῖς τ[έκ]νοις ἐγγό[νοις τε] | αὐτοῦ πάντα τὸν τοῦ [ - - - ] χρόνον κ[αὶ λό]|γωι [κ]αὶ 
ἔργωι καὶ γνώµη[ι, κτλ.
 Herrmann 1968, 9 fn. 1.184
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Hellenistic period.  It is not pure coincidence for Helios to have appeared in the proper 185
expression of loyalty to emperors in the example of Gangra, and for the Theos Hypsistos 
Helios cult to have appeared in an inscription describing one dedication of the Aquila 
Monuments in honor of Claudius. Aquila may have intended to promote an oath-binding 
god of common currency with a ceremonial space strongly associated with the imperial 
cult under his purview, though the absence of an altar makes this connection difficult to 
establish. 
 Did Aquila inherit this cult, or did he create it? What did he intend to accomplish 
by creating a ceremonial space for this cult? It is necessary to place the Aquila 
Monuments in the context of Aquila’s career. We examine in the next section the literary 
and epigraphic sources that have been associated with Aquila in earlier scholarship. 
1.2.3.3 Gaius Iulius Aquila 
 We learn from the bilingual text that Gaius Iulius Aquila was twice praefectus 
fabrum. This was an equestrian post that shifted away from “some sort of general aides-
 Mitford 1960, 77. Cf. treaty between Iasos, mercenary commanders and Ptolemy I dated to 309-304 185
BCE, Iasos 83 ll. 35-36 ὀµνύω Δία Γῆν Ἥλιον Ποσειδῶ Ἀπόλλω Δήµητρα | [Ἄ]ρη Ἀθηνᾶν Ἀρείαν θεοὺς 
πάντας καὶ πάσας καὶ τὴν Ταυροπόλον· The same formula in lines 43-44, 48-49, 53-54, also in the oaths of 
Aristoboulos and Asklepiodotos to the boule and demos of Iasos between 304-282 BCE, Iasos 95 ll. 11-12, 
Iasos 96 ll. 22-23, as well as in the oaths sworn by Paramonos of the armed forces to Eumenes I in 
exchange for the king’s concessions, found at Pergamon (c. 261 BCE) OGIS 266 ll. 23-25; In treaty 
between Smyrna and Magnesia (245-243 BCE), the ὅρκοὶ θεοί expands to include the Sipylene Mother, and 
Apollo in Pandoi as well as the τύχη of Seleucus at lines 60-61 and 70-71: ὀµνύω Δία, Γῆν, Ἥλιον, Ἄρη, 
Ἀθηνᾶν Ἀρείαν καὶ τὴν Ταυροπόλον καὶ τὴ[µ] Μητέρα τὴν Σιπυληνὴν καὶ Ἀπόλλω τὸν ἐµ Πάνδοις καὶ 
τοὺς ἄλλους θεοὺς πάντας καὶ πάσας καὶ τὴν τοῦ βασιλέως Σελεύκου τύχην;Sarah Connolly argues that 
many oaths were designed to seek maximum inclusivity with phrases such as “and all the gods and 
goddesses” or “I swear by all the gods,” in hopes to “undermine any local distinctions expressed by the 
choice of particular gods.” Connolly 2007, 204-205. We see the same arrangement in the oaths of 
Palaipaphos and Assos, while at Aritium Iuppiter Optimus Maximus is named with Divus Augustus along 
with other unnamed gods. Herrmann 1968, 122-129. Assos ll. 19-20: ὄµνυµεν Δία Σωτῆρα καὶ θεὸν 
Καίσαρα Σεβαστόν καὶ τὴν || πάτριον ἁγνὴν Παρθένον; Aritium ll. 5, 14-15: ex mei animi sententia . . . 
Iuppiter Optimus Maximus ac | Divus Augustus ceterique omnes di immortales etc.
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de-camp” of military commanders in the late Republican period to become “a lower 
assignment for an equestrian cursus honorum” in the early principate, and was “attached 
to a consul or proconsul/propraetor whose confidence he obviously deserved and 
enjoyed.”  Dobson found a trend during the reign of Claudius in which equestrians were 186
appointed praefectus fabrum before their military service, since the number of senior 
equestrians appointed to this post decreased in the available record.  As for the 187
procedure of registering at the aerarium (delatio ad aerarium), it is for a holder of 
imperium at Rome or in a province to register an equestrian for carrying out some duty of 
his designation in order to regularise the equestrian’s position and pay.  The phrase 188
pr]aef(ectus) fabr(um) bis in aerar(ium) delatus a co(n)s(ulibus) etc.  would then 189
indicate that Aquila was first registered to the aerarium by Aulus Gabinius Secundus, 
who attained the suffect consulship in 44 CE, and was then again registered by the consul 
ordinarius Titus Statilius Taurus Corvinus in 45 CE.   190
 Assessing these indications, Aquila may just have embarked upon an equestrian 
career and secured the confidence or at least support of Statilius Corvinus, and at a time 
when this distinguished senatorial family gained considerable favor from Claudius, with 
 Buraselis 2000, 69. The standard narrative includes Bosch 1905, Dobson 1966, and Saddington 1985.186
 Dobson 1966, 77-78.187
 Millar 2004, 83; Saddington 1985, 541.188
 Questionably rendered ἔπαρχος δίς κτλ. Mason 1974, 138, one expects ἔχαρχος ἀρχιτεκτόνων/τεκτόνων/189
εχνιτῶν/χειροτεχνῶν.
 Degrassi 1952, 12-13. On Aulus Gabinius Secundus, ““shortly before 45 CE.” The rationale is that, 190
since Gabinius Secundus is listed before Statilius Corvinus, and with the latter being consul designate for 
45 CE, and the consul designates not being Gabinius Secundus, Gabinius Secundus must have been consul 
suffect sometime in the later months of 44 CE. So Saddington 1985, 537.
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Covrinus’ brother already consul ordinarius the year before.  We also know that 191
Statilius Corvinus was implicated, along with Asinius Gallus, in the conspiracy of 46 CE 
to overthrow Claudius.  Asinius Gallus was banished,  while the fate of Statilius 192 193
Corvinus is unknown.  If Aquila was praefectus fabrum under Statilius Corvinus, the 194
downfall of this consul and his appearance near Amastris after 45 CE may indicate a 
derailed equestrian career followed by a return to Amastris, with perhaps an urgent need 
to demonstrate his loyalty to Claudius in a conspicuous fashion through the taking up of 
the High Priesthood of Divus Augustus, or potentially having created the position, 
considering his permanent tenure of it. 
 Aquila’s need to demonstrate his loyalty may be comparable with that of the 
Euryclids of Sparta.  We learn from Strabo that Gaius Iulius Eurycles and Laco relied 195
upon their close relationship with emperors in order to retain their “rule” and their 
position as hegemon over the Spartans.  In an unflattering passage concerning Eurycles, 196
Josephus accused him of maliciously stirring up factional strife in Herod’s court and 
profiting from the king’s generosity, before returning to Sparta and abusing the 
Peloponnese with the king’s gift as well as his friendship with Augustus, eventually 
 Degrassi 1952, 12.191
 Suet. Claud. 13.2.192
 Dio Cass. 60.27.5.193
 Barrett 1996, 118 assumes that Statilius Corvinus was executed.194
 Bowersock 1961, 117-118; Spawforth 2002, 97-104. Rizakis & Zoumbaki 2017, 165-168.195
 Spawforth 2002, 100-103.196
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ending in exile.  Strabo informs us that his son Laco was much more careful with his 197
own powers and ties to the imperial household,  and an inscription found in Corinth 198
reports that he took up the priestly office of flamen Augusti.  Gaius Iulius Spartiaticus, 199
entering into the equestrian order under Claudius and later became procurator to Nero 
and Agrippina, apparently continued this formal relationship by taking up the office of 
archiereus domus Augustae in perpetuum.  Duncan Fishwick has proposed that 200
Spartiaticus was in fact archiereus domus Aug. [in]perpetuum primus Achaeon: “the first 
to be chosen by the koinon of Achaeans as High Priest in perpetuum of the Imperial 
 J. BJ 1.26.4 Ἀλλὰ καίτοι τοὺς ἐλέγχους εὑρίσκων ἀσθενεῖς τοὺς υἱοὺς ἐκέλευσεν τηρεῖν, ἔτι µέντοι 197
λελυµένους, τὸν δὲ λυµεῶνα τῆς οἰκίας καὶ δραµατουργὸν ὅλου τοῦ µύσους Εὐρυκλέα σωτῆρα καὶ 
εὐεργέτην καλῶν πεντήκοντα δωρεῖται ταλάντοις. ὁ δὲ τὴν ἀκριβῆ φήµην φθάσας εἰς Καππαδοκίαν 
ἀργυρίζεται καὶ παρὰ Ἀρχελάου, τολµήσας εἰπεῖν ὅτι καὶ διαλλάξειεν Ἡρώδην Ἀλεξάνδρῳ. διάρας δ᾽ εἰς 
τὴν Ἑλλάδα τοῖς ἐκ κακῶν κτηθεῖσιν εἰς ὅµοια κατεχρήσατο: δὶς γοῦν ἐπὶ Καίσαρος κατηγορηθεὶς ἐπὶ τῷ 
στάσεως ἐµπλῆσαι τὴν Ἀχαΐαν καὶ περιδύειν τὰς πόλεις φυγαδεύεται. κἀκεῖνον µὲν οὕτως ἡ Ἀλεξάνδρου 
καὶ Ἀριστοβούλου ποινὴ περιῆλθεν. [However, although Herod found the proofs too weak, he gave order to 
have his sons kept in custody; for till now they had been at liberty. He also called that pest of his family, 
and forger of all this vile accusation, Eurycles, his savior and benefactor, and gave him a reward of fifty 
talents. Upon which he prevented any accurate accounts that could come of what he had done, by going 
immediately into Cappadocia, and there he got money of Archelaus, having the impudence to pretend that 
he had reconciled Herod to Alexander. He thence passed over into Greece, and used what he had thus 
wickedly gotten to the like wicked purposes. Accordingly, he was twice accused before Caesar, that he had 
filled Achaia with sedition, and had plundered its cities; and so he was sent into banishment. And thus was 
he punished for what wicked actions he had been guilty of about Aristobulus and Alexander. (Trans. 
Thackeray)]
 Strab. 8.5.5 νεωστὶ δ᾽ Εὐρυκλῆς αὐτοὺς ἐτάραξε δόξας ἀποχρήσασθαι τῇ Καίσαρος φιλίᾳ πέρα τοῦ 198
µετρίου πρὸς τὴν ἐπιστασίαν αὐτῶν, ἐπαύσατο δ᾽ ἡ ἀρχὴ ταχέως, ἐκείνου µὲν παραχωρήσαντος εἰς τὸ 
χρεών, τοῦ δ᾽ υἱοῦ τὴν φιλίαν ἀπεστραµµένου τὴν τοιαύτην πᾶσαν: συνέβη δὲ καὶ τοὺς Ἐλευθερολάκωνας 
λαβεῖν τινα τάξιν πολιτείας, ἐπειδὴ Ῥωµαίοις προσέθεντο πρῶτοι οἱ περίοικοι τυραννουµένης τῆς Σπάρτης, 
οἵ τε ἄλλοι καὶ οἱ Εἵλωτες. [But recently Eurycles stirred up trouble among them, having apparently abused 
the friendship of Caesar unduly in order to maintain his authority over his subjects; but the trouble quickly 
came to an end, Eurycles retiring to his fate, and his son being averse to any friendship of this kind. And it 
also came to pass that the Eleuthero-Lacones got a kind of republican constitution, since the Perioeci and 
also the Helots, at the time when Sparta was under the rule of tyrants, were the first to attach themselves to 
the Romans. (Trans. Jones)]
 Taylor & West 1926, 390-392 Ti. Claudi(i) Caesar(is) Aug(usti) Germanici procuratori C. Iulio, C. 199
f(ilio), Fab(ia tribu), Laconi, augur(i), agonothet(ae) Isthm(ion) et Caesareon, IIvir(o) quinq(uennali), 
cur(ioni), fla(mini) Aug(usti) Cydichus Simonis Thisbeus b(ene) m(erenti).
 Corinth 8.2 no. 68 ll. 1-2 & 8-9: C(aio) Iulio Laconis f(ilio) | Euryclis n(epoti) Fab(ia) Spartiatị[co] . . . 200
archieri Domus Aug(ustae) | [in] perpetuum, etc, an umbrella term for a variety of his titles in Greek 
attested in Corinth, Sparta, and Athens. Fishwick 1991, 425. From Corinth, ἀρχιερεὺς τοῦ οἴκου των 
Σεβαστῶν; IG III 1085; from Sparta, ἀρχιερεὺς τῶν Σεβαστῶν, IG V.1 463. from Athens ἀρχιερεὺς θεῶν 
Σεβαστῶν καὶ γένους Σεβαστῶν, IG II2 3538 ll. 2-4.
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house.”  What the three generations of Euryclids have demonstrated is that their social 201
and political power rested with the demonstration of their loyalty to the emperor through 
taking up leadership positions in the imperial cults, and Spartiaticus may even have 
created a High Priesthood of regional significance that has previously been unattested in 
the Peloponnese or Mainland Greece. In this sense, Spartiaticus not only displayed his 
loyalty of acquiescence, but exerted his influence through the creation of an imperial cult 
that had a wider scope of worship than a flamen or sacerdos Augusti: now, his scope was 
to include members of the imperial household, and hence an even wider audience.  
 Returning to Aquila, it is possible that the assimilated cult of (epouranios) Divus 
Augustus demonstrated such ambition as well: it is not specifically an office of the 
koinon, but the assimilation suggests the desire to engage a wider audience, rather than 
only inhabitants of Amastris proper. Aquila’s actions likely led to a positive outcome on 
his later career. We learn from an inscription found in the territory of Nicaea that Gaius 
Iulius Aquila carried out road maintenance duties as Nero’s procurator in 58 CE.  It is 202
also likely that one of his descendants, Titus Iulius Aquila – whose philotimia was 
derived from his ancestors (ἐκ προγόνων) – attained the High Priesthood of Pontus 
during the reign of Trajan. This connection is to be further explored in the second chapter. 
 Fishwick 1991, 425.201
 IK Iznik 13 ll. 5-6 . . . [viam Apamea Nicae]a[m collapsa]m vetustate restituit, muniendam | curavit [per 202
C. Iulium] Aquilam proc(uratorem) suum. . . ll. 11-13 ὁδὸν ἀπὸ Ἀπαµε[ίας πρ]ὸς Νείκαιαν κατεφθαρµένην 
τῇ ἀρχαιότη[τι] | ἀποκαθέστησε [καὶ κατασ]κευασθῆναι π[άλιν] προσ[έτα]<ξ>εν [δ]ιὰ | Γαίου Ἰουλίο[υ 
Ἀκουίλα] τοῦ ἰδίου ἐπιτρόπου. Probably as the curator viarum, Eck 1995, 281-293. Pflaum 1960, 52, noted 
that the praetorian insignia Aquila received must have only advanced him to the status of praepositus 
cohortium, but below the first level of centenary procurator.
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1.2.3.4 Contextualising the Aquila Monuments 
 It is tempting to consider the possibility that Aquila's permanent High Priesthood 
eventually evolved to become the High Priesthood held by his Trajanic descendant. No 
evidence supports this, but Gaius Iulius Aquila clearly left a mark with the ceremonial 
space connecting Amastris to the western cities of coastal Paphlagonia that was likely to 
have a prolonged impact on the prestige of the imperial cult under Aquila’s purview. 
 The assimilated cult of Divus Augustus and Theos Hypsistos Helios may be 
understood in the context of the preambles from the two tabulae ansatae: pro pace 
Augusti and ὑπὲρ τῆς Σεβαστῆς εἰρήνης. Such invocation of Augustan peace is relatively 
rare, and can be found in association with the Ara Pacis,  as well as a general 203
declaration of peace across the empire following an imperial victory.  In Pontus, Tacitus 204
reported an uprising led by a dethroned king Mithridates of the Bosporan kingdom that 
was suppressed in 49 CE, four years after Aquila attained the position of praefectus 
fabrum from Statilius Corvinus.  Mithridates was originally conferred with the kingdom 205
 In Kaikos from Aiolian Mysia, an inscription by the people of Kaisareia Myrina gave dedication to 203
Augustus “on account of Augustan peace.” The dedication is to “divine” imperator Caesar Augustus “son of 
god” (Ἀυτοκράτορι Καίσαρι θεῷ, ὑιῷ θεοῦ, Σεβαστῷ). The direct temporal reference is likely the Augustan 
peace of 9 BCE when the Ara Pacis was dedicated. MousBiblSmur II.1 1875-1876, 16 no. 13.
 Another case for comparison is a pair of inscriptions found in Gerasa of the Decapolis in the 204
Transjordan. Gerasa 45 = OGIS 621 & Gerasa 46 = BASOR 45 (1932) 6.3 Gerasa 46: [ἀγαθ]ῇ τύχηι. ἔτους 
θκρʹ. ὑπὲρ | [τῆς Σεβ]αστῆς Εἰρήνης ἐπὶ τῆς ἀρχ|[ῆς Ἀπολλ]ωνίου Ἡφαι<σ>τίωνος προέδρου | [καὶ ․․․․]․ου 
Δηµητρίου δεκαπρώτου || [․․․․ πόλε]ως καὶ Ἀντιόχου Ἀρίστωνος | [ἀρχόντω]ν ̣καὶ Ξέρξου Χαιρέου γραµ|
µα[̣τέως β]ουλῆς καὶ δήµου ἐκτίσ|θη [․․․․․․]ος ἐκ τῶν τῆς πόλεως | διὰ ἐπιµ[ε]λητῶν Μελίτωνος Ἀπολλω||
νίδου τοῦ̣ καὶ Νικάνορος καὶ Τιµάρχου | το̣ῦ Λυσιµάχου. The preamble of the inscriptions is the civic era 
plus ὑπὲρ | [τῆς Σεβ]αστῆς Εἰρήνης, hence can be specifically dated to 66 CE, when Roman forces and 
allied principalities led by Corbulo forced the Armenian-Parthian alliance into an war of attrition, and 
finally led to the capitulation of the Armenian king Tiridates. Dio 63.1-6; Tac. Ann. 15.28-31; he closed the 
doors of the temple of Janus, as if no war was left: Suet. Nero 13, Ianum geminum clausit, tamquam nullo 
residuo bello.
 Tac. Ann. 12.15-21.205
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in 38/39 CE,  then removed in 44/45 CE by his brother Cotys with the help of Aulus 206
Didius Gallus, legatus Augusti of Moesia at the time. Mithridates responded with an 
uprising following Didius Gallus’ departure.  According to Tacitus, Gaius Iulius 207
Aquila  was left behind by Didius Gallus to accompany Cotys, and together they 208
mobilised and deployed both the Aorsi cavalry and the Roman-style Bosporan troops 
with great success.  Aquila was awarded praetorian decorations (praetoria insignia), 209
while the “procurator of Pontus” Iunius Cilo, who was in charge of transferring 
Mithridates to Rome, was awarded consular decorations.   210
 Dio Cass. 60.8.206
 Tac. Ann. 12.15 at Mithridates Bosoporanus amissis opibus uagus, postquam Didium ducem Romanum 207
roburque exercitus abisse cognoverat, relictos in nouo regno Cotyn iuuenta rudem et paucas cohortium cum 
Iulio Aquila equite Romano, spretis utrisque concire nationes, inlicere perfugas; postremo exercitu coacto 
regem Dandaridarum exturbat imperioque eius potitur. [Meanwhile, Mithridates of Bosporus, a wanderer 
since the loss of his throne, learned that the Roman commander Didius had departed with the main body of 
his army, leaving the young and simple Cotys in his novel kingdom, with a few cohorts under the Roman 
knight, Julius Aquila. Scornful of both, he proceeded to raise the tribes and attract deserters: finally, 
mustering an army, he ejected the king of the Dandaridae, and seized his dominions. (Trans. Jackson)] Cf. 
BNP s.v. Mithridates [9].
 Domaszewski 1907, 334. Pflaum 1960, 52-53.208
 Tac. Ann. 12.15-16 quae ubi cognita et iam iamque Bosporum inuasurus habebatur, diffisi propriis 209
uiribus Aquila et Cotys, quia Zorsines Siracorum rex hostilia resumpserat, externas et ipsi gratias q 
quaesivere missis legatis ad Eunonen, qui Aorsorum genti rex potentia praecellebat. nec fuit in arduo 
societas potentiam Romanam aduersus rebellem Mithridaten ostentantibus. igitur pepigere, equestribus 
proeliis Eunones certaret, obsidia urbium Romani capesserent. tunc composito agmine incedunt, cuius 
frontem et terga Aorsi, media cohortes et Bosporani tutabantur nostris in armis. [When this had become 
known and his invasion of Bosporus was epected from day to day, Aquila and Cotys – diffident of their 
own strength, as the Siracene prince Zorsines had resumed hostilities – followed his example, and sought 
outside support by sendign envoys to the powerful Aorsian prince Eunones. An alliance presented little 
difficulty, when they could exhibit the power of Rome ranged against the rebel Mithridates. It was 
arranged, therefore, that Eunones should be resposible for the cavalry fighting, the Romans undertaking the 
siege of all towns. They then advanced with combined forces, the front and rear held by the Aorsi, the 
center by the cohorts and by Bosporan troops armed on our model. (Trans. Jackson)]
 Essentially making Aquila a “non-member of the Senate” who may not have an actual seat in the Senate, 210
but could act like as if a member of the Senatorial class in public. Eck, Werner (Cologne), “Ornamenta”, in: 
Brill’s New Pauly, Antiquity volumes edited by: Hubert Cancik and , Helmuth Schneider, English Edition 
by: Christine F. Salazar, Classical Tradition volumes edited by: Manfred Landfester, English Edition by: 
Francis G. Gentry. Consulted online on 25 April 2018 <http://proxy.library.upenn.edu:
2155/10.1163/1574-9347_bnp_e900950>
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 With this career in mind, we return to the bilingual inscription, which does not 
mention the praetorian insignia that the Senate bestowed upon him. The absence of this 
honor likely suggests that the road construction took place before Aquila received the 
honors. Perhaps we can assign the niched togate figure to this particular period between 
49-54 CE, though this would also hinge upon the heavily eroded text from above the 
niched togate figure as containing such references to Aquila’s performance in the 
Bosporan kingdom. 
 The continuous focus on the ceremonial space in the second half of Claudius’s 
reign also suggests that Aquila was consistently promoting the imperial cult of Divus 
Augustus with a regional audience in mind. It is also intriguing to compare the Aquila 
Monuments with the Ara Romae et Augusti ad confluentes Araris et Rhodani – the 
Federal Altar at the confluence of the Rhône and the Sâone for the worship of the 
imperial cult of Tres Galliae, established by Drusus. In Livy’s Epitome, we learn that 
Drusus repelled an incursion by the Germanic tribes, and suppressed an uprising in Gaul 
opposing a census. For this suppression of the Gauls, an altar to Caesar was dedicated at 
the confluence of the Rhône and the Sâone, and Gaius Iulius Vercondaridubnus of the 
Aedui created a priesthood.  A further tradition in Dio Cassius relates that Drusus 211
 ex libro 139: Civitates Germaniae cis Rhenum et trans Rhenum positae oppugnantur a Druso, et 211
tumultus, qui ob censum exortus in Gallia erat, componitur. Ara dei Caesaris ad confluentem Araris et 
Rhodani dedicata, sacerdote creato C. Iulio Vercondaridubno Aeduo. [The Germanic cities on both sides of 
the Rhine were attacked by Drusus, and the tumult which took place in Gaul on account of the census was 
put down. An altar was dedicated to the god Caesar at the confluene of the Aare and the Rhodanus, with a 
priesthood created by Gaius Iulius Vercondaridubnu of the Aedui. (Translation mine)]
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summoned leading men of the Sugambri to establish a festival.  Considerable detail 212
about the altar is known from a series of coins struck under successive emperors at the 
Lugdunum mint, including a rectangular block adorned with a civic crown in the center 
with flanking laurel trees, flanked by statues of Victory standing on columns holding 
crowns of victory, and overlooked by two aediculae in the background that likely hold 
representations of Roma and Augustus.  These elements formed the cult center of the 213
concilium of the Tres Galliae, and it is intriguing to compare some of these elements with 
features preserved in Laurens’ watercolor. 
 Dio Cass. 54.32.1 offers an explanation: τῶν τε γὰρ Συγάµβρων καὶ τῶν συµµάχων αὐτῶν διά τε τὴν τοῦ 212
Αὐγούστου ἀπουσίαν καὶ διὰ τὸ τοὺς Γαλάτας µὴ ἐθελοδουλεῖν πολεµωθέντων σφίσι, τό τε ὑπήκοον 
προκατέλαβε, τοὺς πρώτους αὐτοῦ, προφάσει τῆς ἑορτῆς ἣν καὶ νῦν περὶ τὸν τοῦ Αὐγούστου βωµὸν ἐν 
Λουγδούνῳ τελοῦσι, µεταπεµψάµενος, καὶ τοὺς Κελτοὺς τηρήσας τὸν Ῥῆνον διαβαίνοντας ἀνέκοψε. 
[When the Sugambri and their allies, because of the absence of Augustus and that the Gauls did not wish to 
be enslaved, waged war against them, Drusus destroyed the subject; he then summoned for the leading men 
of the Sugambri, with the pretext of the festival which even now they perform around the altar of Augustus 
at Lugdunum, and, having waited for the Celts to cross the Rhine, repulsed them. (Trans. Cary)]
 Fishwick 2002a, 10.213
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FIG. 11. UNIQUE FEATURES IN THE LAURENS WATERCOLOR  
 The single column with the perched eagle – itself anticipating a pairing column – 
has an aedicula carved into the rock face to the left. To the bottom-right corner of the 
water-color there is also a curious column fragment half-sunk into the soil. These 
elements have yet to be explained. Further investigation of the Aquila Monuments, with a 
focus on questions concerning topography and possible architectural features, would be 
required to understand on the one hand the curious aspects captured by Laurens in his 
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watercolor, and on the other whether the site planning had been on a more conspicuous 
and systematic style than currently known. 
1.2.4 Summary 
 In part two, we have examined the list of High Priests collected by Marek, to 
determine whether any of the examples Marek cited could plausibly be related to the 
coastal Paphlagonian koinon, or at the very least demonstrate a degree of regionalistic 
outlook that might eventually have contributed to the creation of a koinon priesthood. We 
found that the High Priesthood held by Daimenes and his sons Parmeniscus and 
Pharnaces were likely municipal priesthoods, since the practice among Anatolian cities 
and provincial assemblies was to designate the provincial priesthood with specific 
epithets to that effect, and the majority of High Priesthoods without clear designation 
were likely municipal. In other words, Daimenes and his sons perhaps held the municipal 
High Priesthood. These are not koinon priesthoods, and it is likely that the Koinon of the 
Cities in Pontus did not exist at this time. 
 We also examined the priesthood held by Gaius Iulius Aquila. This is associated 
with the Aquila Monuments carved into the rockface along a passageway that were 
clearly monumentalised with the concentration of inscribed dedications, aediculae, a 
niched togate figure, as well as clear references to the cults of Divus Augustus and Theos 
Hypsistos Helios. The monuments along this ceremonial passage were likely dedicated 
by the equestrian High Priest Gaius Iulius Aquila, who dedicated his work of cutting 
through the mountains and paved the road to Claudius. Other dedications, such as the 
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niched togate figure, was likely Aquila’s dedication as well. The context of Aquila’s 
dedication may be understood in terms of a downturn in his career. He may have become 
embroiled in the conspiracy of Asinius Gallus and Statilius Corvinus in 46 CE and left 
Rome to return to his hometown of Amastris, where he held a permanent High Priesthood 
dedicated to Divus Augustus, and explored assimilation of this imperial cult with Theos 
Hypsistos Helios. This cult was of regional importance due to its function as an θεὸς 
ὅρκος, particularly during the swearing of loyalty at sebasteia in both urban and rural 
contexts. Aquila’s military accomplishments in the Bosporus kingdom was later 
accompanied by another dedication, likely the niched togate figure, which may have been 
Claudius. This recurring investment in the same ceremonial space may be due to the 
convenient location as well as Aquila’s intention to create a clear center for his 
assimilated imperial cult. It is perhaps through such a process during the reign of 
Claudius that the first High Priesthood of regional significance came into being. This is 
an important phase in the formation of a regionalised imperial cult and koinon formation. 
1.3 Conclusion 
 This chapter discusses evidence concerning the early phases of the Bithynian and 
coastal Paphlagonian koina as indicators of a prolonged process of koinon formation, and 
not evidence for the koina themselves. The process of koinon formation in Bithynia and 
coastal Paphlagonia after the founding of the Pompeian double province likely bifurcated 
due to varying degrees of urban development as well as differing historical legacies in 
centralisation and autonomy. In Bithynia, the appearance of a common assembly of cities, 
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and perhaps even early variants of priests for Caesar and Augustus, predated the 
Augustan mandate, but it was not the moment when the Bithynian koinon came into 
being. Even the Augustan mandate itself may only have given a narrow definition to the 
Bithynian common assembly, but not the constitution of the Bithynian koinon, which 
may have been promulgated while Augustus administered affairs of Asia and Bithynia in 
20 BCE. 
 The formation process of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon likely took a longer 
period of time than its Bithynian counterpart. The lex Pompeia provided the basic 
foundations for the forming of a sense of regionalistic identity in coastal Paphlagonia 
which, during much of the Hellenistic period were divided among the different kingdoms 
and city-states, and a broad interior populated with semi-autonomous tribes and clans that 
would have been integrated into the province in form only. The Pontic identity prescribed 
by the lex Pompeia must have had a significant impact on the ensuing urbanisation and 
creation of a common assembly, but several generations would have been necessary for 
coastal Paphlagonia to reach a degree of urbanisation and sophistication as demonstrated 
by the Bithynian koinon. The degree of urbanisation in Bithynia must have been a 
primary factor in the attestation of the Bithynian collective or koinon in the triumviral 
period, as common assemblies started to appear in Macedonia and Bithynia in paticular, 
in order to take advantage of a centralised decision-making process when negotiating 
with warring factions.  
 Evidence of the developmental stages is hard to come by, and Marek’s 
identification of High Priesthoods in the reigns of Claudius and Nero represents the 
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casting of a wider net with ambivalent results. Comparisons with the examples from the 
province of Asia suggests that Marek’s association of the High Priesthood simple held by 
Daimenes and his sons with the High Priest of Pontus may require revision. Their 
priesthood was likely municipal. On the other hand, Marek’s association of the High 
Priesthood held by Gaius Iulius Aquila does bear some weight after considering the 
sculptures, inscriptions, Aquila’s career, and the historical context in the Pontic region 
during the reign of Claudius. Aquila’s career in the Pontic and Bithynian regions, with 
parallels to the Euryclids in Corinth, may have held considerable weight in the 
aggrandisation of his assimilated imperial cult. The deity Helios, which assimilated with 
Theos Sebastos in this case, had universal appeal in the Greek East, and was often 
invoked as among the oath gods when inhabitants of a province swore allegiance to the 
emperors. When further assimilated with Augustus, Aquila created a collage of local and 
imperial cults that seem to be tailored to attract a broader audience in coastal 
Paphlagonia. The Aquila monuments may have been the focal center of this assimilated 
cult that further expanded its influence during the years of significant turmoil in the 
Pontic region, and eventually became an important kernel of the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus.  
 In short, the chapter finds that the formation process of a coastal Paphlagonian 
koinon may have begun after the Octavianic mandate decisively excluded coastal 
Paphlagonian cities from the Bithynian framework, and reached a period of 
intensification during the Mithridatic uprising, when the imperial mandate for a regional 
imperial cult may have been put in place. A Neronian or even early Flavian date for the 
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formal constitution of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus is therefore perceivable. In this 
case, Loriot’s assumed Flavian date would not be too far off, though there is a basis for 
considering a late Julio-Claudian date for the foundation of the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus as well. 
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2. THE KOINON OF THE CITIES IN PONTUS IN MUNICIPAL CONTEXT 
 Following the presentation of evidence regarding the pre-history of a regional 
framework in coastal Paphlagonia discussed in the first chapter, we move to examine 
evidence that can be securely associated with the so-called Koinon of the Cities in Pontus 
– henceforth “the Koinon” – in the second century CE. There are significant limitations. 
The number of sources is limited, and so too the information that can be elicited from 
them. The principal aim of this chapter is not to produce a holistic and structural 
description of the Koinon, but rather a series of analyses of what the Koinon did on 
specific occasions. The Koinon’s actions inform us of what problems the Koinon had, 
and what sort of people and institutions the Koinon were engaged with. Two decrees in 
particular illuminate what the Koinon’s immediate concerns were. The first decree 
concerned the proper recognition of a High Priest’s benefactions performed in the 
Amastrian neoi, and the second concerned the joint recognition of an individual by the 
koinon and municipal authorities of Heraclea, praising him for his willingness to serve as 
High Priest. 
 In the second part of this chapter, we focus further on the municipal perspective 
by examining a group of inscriptions from Amastris mentioning koinon officials. These 
inscriptions merely refer to an individual who once served as a koinon official honored 
for a reason unrelated to his koinon service, but also give other information, such as the 
time period, career, family, findsite, and other details. When grouped together, these 
inscriptions can help locate Koinon officials and their families within the temporal and 
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spatial dimensions of a city. We are able to see the Koinon as a focus of municipal life, 
gradually drawing families from different parts of the Amastrian territory into its 
liturgical system. 
2.1 The Koinon Honoring its High Priests of Pontus in Municipal Contexts 
 The most important evidence for the title “Koinon of the Cities in Pontus” as the 
official designation of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon are two inscriptions from 
Amastris and Heraclea Pontica. The two koinon documents have not received extensive 
study, in part due to the stones’ being lost, and our having only facsimiles of them made 
by Kalinka. Also, the small number of documents concerning the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus, in comparison with other koina, makes the two documents more suitable to 
treatment as ancillary evidence that completes a fuller picture pertaining to generalising 
studies of the koina in the Greek East. The aim here is to reverse the process: by treating 
the inscribed and published decisions as solutions to specific problems to which the 
koinon must have been responding, it is possible to use such information to offer insight 
into the structure and operations of the koinon. 
2.1.1 The Koinon honoring Titus Iulius Aquila as Leader of the Amastrian Neoi 
 The inscription to be discussed preserves a decree of the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus to honor its High Priest Titus Iulius Aquila, decreeing that he must be addressed in 
a certain way, due to his contribution to the Amastrian neoi. 
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Ἀ[γα]θ[ῇ τύ]χῃ. | Τὸ κοινὸ[ν] τῶν ἐν Πό[ν]|τῳ πόλεω[ν] ἐτείµησεν | Τίτον 
Ἰούλ[ιο]ν Ἀκύλαν || τὸν ἐκ προ[γ]όνων φιλότε[ι]|[µ]ον καὶ ἀρ[χ]ιερέα τοῦ | 
[Π]όντου ἀ[ν]αλαβόντ[α] | στέφα[ν]ο[ν] αὐτοκράτο|ρος Ν[ε]ρού[α] Τ[ρ]αιανοῦ 
Κ[αί]||[σα]ρ[ος] Σε[βα]στοῦ Γερµα|[νικοῦ Δ]ακικο[ῦ], κ[α]λεῖσθαι ν[έ]|ον 
Ἀκύλαν κ[α]ὶ νέον ἀσύνκ[ρι]|[τ]ον καὶ θαυ[µάσ]ιον καὶ νέων | [πρ]ῶτον 
ἀρ[ισ]τέα, ἐκ π[α]ι[δ]ὸ[ς] (µὴ) | [ἐξ]ανέν[τα] φιλοτειµεῖσ|θαι [τῇ] πατ[ρί]δι, οὗ καὶ 
ἡ µάµ[η] | [Λ]ουσία Ἀ[κυ]λεῖνα τὸν ἀν|[δ]ριάντα [κατέ]στησεν. 
ll. 14-15 Marek 1993 160 no. 7 ἐκ π[ . . . ] | [ . . . ] ΑΝΕΝ [ . . . ]; l. 17 Marek 1993 160 no. 7 
[Ἰ]ου[λ]ία Ἀ[κυ]λεῖνα 
To good fortune. The Koinon of the Cities in Pontus honored Titus Iulius Aquila, 
loving of honor like his ancestors, a High Priest of Pontus, who received a 
stephanos of/from imperator Nerva Trajanus Caesar Augustus Germanicus 
Dacicus: he is to be called neos Aquila and incomparable, admirable neos, and 
first aristeus among the neoi, who from childhood did not slacken off to give 
benefaction to the patria, where his mame Lusia Aquilina erected his statue. 
(Translation mine.) 
!  
FIG. 12. SKETCH OF TITUS IULIUS AQUILA INSCRIPTION 
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Though without the expected ἔδοξε or δεδόχθαι, the infinitive “to be called” (καλεῖσθαι) 
marks the transition to the indirect statement containing the resolution of the Koinon. The 
titles mentioned include neos Aquila and incomparable, admirable neos, and first aristeus 
among the neoi. The resolution is accompanied by a rather ambiguous rationale, referring 
to Aquila’s history of benefaction.  
 The Koinon was clearly taking action to add prestige or status to Aquila by 
decreeing how he was to be addressed. The first neos may be understood as simply an 
adjective expressing the sense of “young Aquila,” even Titus Iulius Aquila the Younger. 
The second neos compares the honorand with others, associated with the group noun 
neoi, which was not a simple reference to heritage or age.  Nigel Kennell identified the 214
neoi in this inscription as the senior ephebic group, sometimes also called the neaniskoi, 
young men likely between twenty and thirty years of age.  The neoi and neaniskoi 215
appeared in a range of polis-based military roles, such as that of territorial guards in the 
Hellenistic period,  and several Late Republican period examples show the neoi 216
 Sacco 1979, 39-49.214
 Kennell 2006, 6 included this instance of the neoi at Amastris, also mentioned briefly in Kennell 2012, 215
232. Forbes 1933, 66. The sense of neoi and its correlated word neaniskoi “denote young men post-
ephebate, of between twenty and thirty,” and often appear “in a range of polis-based military activities,” 
such as territorial guards in the Hellenistic period, Prag 2007, 90-91. Kennell 2012, 226.
 Prag 2007, 90-91.216
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associated in military contexts.  In the imperial period, the epheboi, neoi, and neaniskoi 217
were trained in physical and intellectual curricula in the gymnasia,  with some groups 218
even taking up a paramilitary role, such as the neaniskoi from Apollonia in Caria.  The 219
range of possibilities ought not to extend to military affairs, as no reference to such can 
be found in the inscribed text. Rather, the infinitive φιλοτειµεῖσθαι from subsequent lines 
(unfortunately damaged) suggests that Aquila made benefactions to his patria, an act that 
was already the grounds for a local recognition of setting up Aquila’s statue.  220
Benefaction is therefore the more likely context, though it remains difficult to assign a 
precise role to the Koinon with the information from the inscribed text. 
 Prag 2007, 91 fn. 128. The neoi of Ilium joining the demos honoring Pompey in 63/62 BCE for his 217
efforts in defeating Mithridates and also the Cilician pirates. SEG 46.1565: vacat ὁ δῆµος κα[ὶ οἱ ν]έοι vacat 
| [Γναῖον Πο]µπήιον, Γναίου [υ]ἱόν, Μάγνον, τὸ τρίτον | [αὐτοκράτ]ορα, τὸν πάτρωνα καὶ εὐεργέτην τῆς 
πόλεως | [εὐσεβεία]ς ἕνεκεν τῆς πρὸς τὴν θεὸν τὴν οὖσαν αὐτῶι || [- - -]ν καὶ εὐνοίας τῆς πρὸς τὸν δῆµον, 
ἀπολύσαντα | [µὲν τοὺς ἀ]νθρώπους ἀπὸ τε τῶν βαρβαρικῶν πολέµων | [καὶ τῶν π]ιρατικῶν κινδύνων, 
ἀποκαθεστακότα δὲ | [τὴν εἰρ]ήνην καὶ τὴν ἀσφάλειαν καὶ κατὰ γῆν καὶ κατὰ θάλασσαν. [The demos and 
the neoi honors Pompey Magnus, thrice imperator, the patron and euergetist of the city, on account of his 
piety to the god which . . . and goodwill to the people, having absolved those men from wars against 
barbarians (Mithridates) and of the dangerous pirates, having established peace and safety both on land and 
on sea. (Translation mine)] IG XII Su no. 116 was set up around 129 BCE by the neoi of Methymna 
donating funds for the purchasing of grain in support of the Roman effort during the Aristonicus revolt. 
Kennell 2012, 226.
 Laes & Strubbe 2014, 73-74. Brelaz 2005, 190-191. Some of the neoi formed well-organised assemblies 218
with official status, for instance the νέοι of Cyzicos, which sought ratification from the senate regarding 
their status as an association. At Smyrna, Nicaea and Pergamon, the νέοι formed synods, and also with 
those from Synnada, Laodicea and Hierapolis, where the νέοι even adopted the title συνέδριον. Cyzicos 
CIL III 7060 = FIRA2 I 47, 48. Millar 2002, 278. Forbes 1933, 38-39.
 An inscription from Apollonia in Caria dated to the second to third century CE recorded a group of 219
νεανίσκοι served as ὀροφυλακήσαντες under the leadership of led a νεανισκάρχης Papias son of Eutychos, 
and were listed in a dedication to Meter Theon Oreia and the patria set up by one paraphylax Stephanion 
son of Stephanos. Robert & Robert 1954, 281-283 no. 162, ll. 1-15: <Σ>τεφανίων Στεφάνου παραφύλαξ | 
Μητρὶ Θεῶν Ὀρείᾳ ἐπηκόῳ θεᾷ | καὶ τῇ πατρίδι µετὰ τῶν νεα|νίσκων κατεσκεύασεν τὸν || παρθενῶνα 
οἰκοδοµήσαν|τες καὶ ξυλώσαντες καὶ κε|ραµώσαντες καὶ χρείσαντες | καὶ ζωγραφήσαντες ἀνέθηκαν· | οἱ δὲ 
ὀροφυλακήσαντες ἦ|σαν Παπίας Εὐτύχου νεανισ|κάρχης, Μένανδρος Μοκολδεύ[ς,] κτλ. ὀροφυλακήσαντες 
are variously translated as “frontier-guard” and “gardes des montagnes” depending on whether an editor 
assigns an aspirate to the initial omicron.
 Kalinka’s restoration, ἐκ π[α]ι[δ]ὸ[ς] (µὴ) | [ἐξ]ανέν[τα] φιλοτειµεῖσ|θαι [τῇ] πατ[ρί]δι, describes Aquila 220
as one who “from childhood (did not) slacken off to give benefaction to the patria.” The subordinate clause 
modifying τῇ πατρίδι, “οὗ καὶ ἡ µάµ[η] | [Λ]ουσία Ἀ[κυ]λεῖνα τὸν ἀν|[δ]ριάντα [κατέ]στησεν,” suggests 
that the Koinon’s decision was based on a local honorific act that was already taking place, supervised by a 
dignitary who was likely Aquila’s “mother,” either by blood or adoption. That µήτηρ was not used seems to 
suggest a more complicated relationship between Aquila and Aquilina.
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 There is the possibility that Aquila may have played a role in organising an 
Amastrian contingent comprised of the neoi that would have been responsible for some 
aspect of the worship of the provincial imperial cult. The involvement of the neoi or other 
ephebic institutions in the affairs of a provincial koinon is rare, but not unprecedented. In 
the early Augustan period, the Pergamene neoi honored one Gaius Iulius Sacerdos for his 
provision of oil to the neoi and epheboi participating in the Sebasta Romaia, an annual or 
biannual gymnastic event associated with the provincial imperial cult.  A second 221
example is an inscribed proconsular decree addressing the role of the Ephesian ephebia in 
the provincial koinon. Responding to a proposal for financial reform of the Artemiseion 
at Ephesus, the governor Paullus Fabius Persicus allowed the Ephesian authorities to 
reduce expenditure by replacing paid professional singers with the Ephesian ephebes, 
who would sing without pay.  Persicus was also keen to address the potential 222
ramifications of his decision. Ephesus, like other cities of Asia, periodically dispatched 
 Laes & Strubber 2014, 31, discusses relevant scholarship discussed by Friesen 2001, 31. Sacerdos was 221
the neokoros of Roma and Caesar and priest of Tiberius, and served as the gymnasiarch of the twelth 
Sebasta Romaia, supplying oil to the neoi and epheboi for washing through the whole day at his own 
expense. οἱ νέοι ἐτίµησαν | Γάιον Ἰούλιον Σακέρδωτα τὸν | νεωκόρον θεᾶς Ῥώµης καὶ θεοῦ | Σεβαστοῦ 
Καίσαρος καὶ ἱερέα || Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου Νέρωνος καὶ | γυµνασίαρχον τῶν δωδεκάτων | Σεβαστῶν 
Ῥωµαίων τῶν πέντε | γυµνασίων ἀλείφοντα ἐγ λουτήρων | δι’ ὅλης ἡµέρας ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων, || προνοήσαντα 
τῆς τε αὑτῶν καὶ τῶν | [ἐ]φή̣βων ἀγωγῆς νόµους τε πατρίους | [καὶ] ἔθ̣η κατὰ τὸ κάλλιστον | 
[ἀ]να̣ν̣εωσάµενον. [The neoi honored Gaius Julius Sacerdos: the neokoros of goddess Rome and of god 
Augustus Caesar; priest of Tiberius Claudius Nero; and gymnasiarch of the 12th Sebasta Romaia for the 
five gymnasia, who supplied oil for the washings throughout the whole day at his own expense, who 
provided for their games [those of the neoi] and also for those of the ephebes, renewing the ancestral laws 
and customs according to what is most noble. Trans. Friesen.] The Sebasta Romaia is commonly associated 
the sacred games that Dio Cassius mentioned in passing at 51.20.9 καὶ ἔλαβον καὶ οἱ Περγαµηνοὶ τὸν 
ἀγῶνα τὸν ἱερὸν ὠνοµασµένον 21ἐπὶ τῇ τοῦ ναοῦ αὐτοῦ τιµῇ ποιεῖν. [and the Pergamenians also received 
authority to hold the sacred games, as they called them, in honor of Caesar’s temple. Trans. Cary]
 Ephesos 227, ll. 53- 56 ὁ[µοίως τ]οὺ[ς ὑµν]ωδ̣οὺς | ἀρέσκει, εἰς οὓς οὐκ ὀλίγον µέρος τῶν τῆς πόλεως 222
ἀναλίσκεται προ̣σ̣ό̣δων, τῆς ὑπηρεσίας [ταύτ]ης ἀπ̣ο̣λυ[θῆν]α[̣ι,] το[ὺς] ἐφήβο[̣υς] δ[έ,] || ὧν καὶ ἡ ἡλικία 
καὶ ἡ ἀξία καὶ ἡ πρὸς τὸ µαθεῖν ἐπιτηδειότης τοιαύτῃ µᾶλλον ἁρµόζ̣ε̣ι λε̣ιτουργίᾳ, [ταύτην χ]ω[ρὶς] 
ἀργυρίου | παρέχεσθαι τὴν χρείαν. [Likewise regarding the hymnodes (sc. of Artemis) – to whom no small 
part of the municipal income is paid in order that this service be performed – it is resolved: the ephebes, 
whose age and worth and ability to learn are better atuned to such a liturgy, shall provide this need without 
payment. (Trans. Friesen)]
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professional singers to Pergamum for the festivities of the provincial imperial cult, a 
routine that was at first voluntary and unpaid for, but subsequently formalised by 
Augustus, in requiring all of Asia to cover the expenses of this periodic event.  Persicus 223
thus granted, on the one hand, an exemption to the singers who were set to perform at the 
imperial festivities at Pergamum to continue to perform the service and receive pay. He 
ordered, on the other, that Ephesus was to dispatch the ephebes, but they were to perform 
to a standard that would befit the imperial household.  The examples from the province 224
of Asia give some basis to the claim that the connection between Aquila’s role as High 
Priest of Pontus and his leading status in the Amastrian neoi was relevant to the 
participation of the neoi in koinon affairs. 
 The key issue, however, is why the koinon honored Aquila by defining how 
Aquila was to be called among the Amastrian neoi, for the inscription does not explicitly 
give a clear action performed by Aquila or the neoi that benefited the koinon. What we 
can say for certain is that the koinon must have been the chief beneficiary of Aquila’s 
 Ephesos 227 ll. 56-61 ἵνα µέντοι µὴ δόξω πᾶσιν τοῖς πανταχοῦ ὑµνωδοῖς τοῦτο πεπο[ιηκέναι] τ[ὸ 223
πρόκρι]µα, ὑπ[ε]ξαιροῦµα[ι] | τοὺς ̣ἐν Περγάµῳ αὐτὸν τὸν θεὸν Σεβαστὸν ὑµνοῦντας ἐν τῷ ὑπὸ τῆς Ἀσίας 
κα[θιερ]ω[µέν]ῳ τ[εµ]έν[ε]ι ̣, ὧν ἡ πρώτη | σύνοδος οὐκ ἐ[πί]µισθος συνήχθη, ἀλλὰ ἐθελούσιος καὶ χωρὶ[ς] 
ἀργυρίου· διὸ καὶ ὁ θεὸς Σε[βα]σ[τὸς τὰ µετὰ ταῦτα] ψη̣φισθέντα | φιλάνθρωπα α[ὐ]τοῖς εἰς τὴν διαδοχὴν 
τῶν ἐξ ἐκείνων γεννωµένων ἐτήρησεν, ἐξ̣οδιάζεσθα̣[̣ι δὲ τὸ εἰς] αὐ[τοὺ]ς ἀνάλωµα || οὐχ ὑπὸ µόνων 
Περγαµηνῶν, ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ τῆ̣ς Ἀσίας ὅλης ἐκέλευσεν, λογισάµε[νος] βαρεῖα[̣ν ἔσεσθαι] µιᾷ πόλει̣ τὴν τοιαύ|
την εἰσφοράν. [Lest I seem to have judged the case for all hymnodes everywhere, I exempt those singing 
hymns in Pergamon to the god Augustus himself in the temenos dedicated by Asia. There the first assembly 
gathered, not as though hired but voluntairly and without payment. For this reason also the god Augustus 
preserved the privileges decreed later regarding the succession of those who came after them, that their 
expenses be defrayed not only by the Pergamenes, but by the whole of Asia, because such a contribution 
would be a burden for a single city. Trans. Friesen]
 Ephesos 227, ll. 61-63 ἠλευθερωµένην µέντοι τὴν Ἐφεσίων πόλιν τοῦ δαπανήµατος [το]ύτου καὶ 224
µετ[ε]νηνεγµένης τῆς ὑπηρεσ[ί]|ας κατὰ τὴν αὐτῶν γνώµην ἐπὶ τοὺς ἐφήβ[ο]υς προνοεῖν δεήσει, ὅπω̣ς 
ἐπιµελῶς καὶ µετὰ τῆς κ[α]θηκούσης φροντίδ[̣ος] | οἱ ἔφηβοι τελῶ̣σι τὴν χρεί̣[̣αν, ὡς πρ]έπει το[ὺς τὸν 
θεῖον οἶκον] ὑµ̣[ν]οῦντας. [Even though the city of the Ephesians is free from this expense and the service 
is tranferred to the ephebes according to their proposal, they must see to it that the ephebes complete the 
duty carefully and with appropriate attention, singing hymns to the divine household in a fitting way. 
(Trans. Friesen)]
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action because it was the honoring agent. The critical issue is that the koinon wished to 
define how Aquila was to be called in the municipal organization, the Amastrian neoi. 
Upon publication, the inscription would require Amastrians to address Aquila in the way 
deemed appropriate by the koinon assembly, which, we emphasise, was a collective 
decision representing the cities in coastal Paphlagonia, and hence the honorific title 
would have carried some weight. Aquila’s contribution must have been affecting the neoi 
so that it acted in a way that was beneficial to the koinon. To approach a guess on what 
Aquila may have done, comparing the honorific “protos aristeus ton neon” with other 
similar titles is a starting point, though the exercise yield no exact results due to the lack 
of a direct match for the title. It is still useful, however, to review the range of possible 
contributions that Aquila might have made that led to the koinon’s honor.  
 Examples from Pisidia and Asia suggest that aristeus is related to the general 
category of services that benefit a city, including benefaction but also other actions. In the 
example from Pisidia the city of Adada publically proclaimed the honorand Aurelius 
Bianorianus Abisbianus Antiochus, the agonothete of the third themis at Oeonanda, as 
both philopater and aristeus, because he paid for his own statue that the city voted to set 
up with public funds.  As for the example from Asia, the city of Cibyra honored 225
Quintus Veranius Philagros for his embassies to Claudius that led to the removal of 
officials and dignitaries for embezzlement and extortion.  Rendering aristeus would 226
 Sterrett 1888, 295 no. 416 Αὐρ. Βιανοριανὸν Ἀβισβι|ανὸν Ἀντίοχον τὸν ἀξι|ολογώτατον ἀγωνοθέτ[ην] | 225
θέµιδος τρίτης Ἐπινεικί||ου Τυχείου· καθ’ ἃ αὐτὴ µ[ὲν] | ἐψηφίσατο ἐκ τῶν δη|µοσίων γενέσθαι πόρ[ων] | 
τὸν ἀνδριάντα ἡ πόλις, αὐ|τὸς δὲ ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων ἀνα||λωµάτων ἐποίησεν, µηδὲ | ἐν τούτῳ βαρήσας τὴν πό|λιν· 
ἐτείµησε δὲ αὐτὸν | τοῖς ἀξίοις ὀνόµασιν, | φιλόπατρίν τε καὶ ἀριστέα || καὶ ἀγωνοθέτην ἀναγορεύ|σασα.
 IGR IV 914. Kokkinia 2008, 150-156.226
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depend upon context: Nollé rendered ἐφ᾽ οἷς ἡ πόλις ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ τὰς [ἀ]ριστέως τειµάς 
as “because of these the city awarded him (sc. Philargos) the title (or status) of honorary 
citizen,”  which would not apply to Aquila’s νέων πρῶτος ἀριστεύς. Perhaps we could 227
interpret the title given to Aquila along the lines of “the champion among the Amastrian 
neoi.” In sum, the comparisons indicate that the title aristeus was not merely to praise 
someone as being virtuous or generous, but to mark extraordinary contributions such as 
the alleviation of municipal financial burdens or the successful petitions and diplomatic 
missions that lead to the removal of corrupt officials. Perhaps we can translate the 
honorific as “the champion among the Amastrian neoi” to account for potential 
contributions beyond finances and petitions.  
 Aside from petitioning and financial contributions, we note the possible 
connection between the koinon’s honor with Aquila’s reception of a crown associated to 
Trajan. The crown concerned the reigning emperor, and it happens to be one of the two 
honors mentioned in the preamble of the inscription. For the koinon to have mentioned it, 
the crown was likely of considerable symbolic value to the circumstances dictating the 
koinon’s honoring of Aquila. In particular, Trajan’s full titulature, included as a genitive 
of description for the crown, is a curious rendering. One could take the reference to 
Trajan in the genitive construction of the participial clause as a genitive of separation, so 
that Trajan would be the giver of the crown (ἀ[ν]αλαβόντ[α] | στέφα[ν]ο[ν] αὐτοκράτο|
ρος Ν[ε]ρού[α] Τ[ρ]αιανοῦ κτλ.). The lack of a military reference in the inscription 
 Nollé 1982, 267-273. By “Ehrenbürger,” honorary citizen, Nollé seems to mean that the individual who 227
attained this title originally did not belong in the city or group, but rather is to elevate the individual’s status 
from ordinary to extraordinary. 
!98
downplays the possibility of the crown’s concern with valor, and hence the series of 
crowns associated with efforts in war are less likely.  Alternatively, taking the genitive 228
as descriptive, the crown may have borne the image of Trajan, and can be called a “bust-
crown” commonly associated with priests of the imperial cult.  That the stephanos is 229
mentioned immediately after Aquila’s title of the High Priesthood of Pontus may indicate 
some connection between this headwear and the priesthood, in which case we would have 
only one honor described in an elaborate fashion. However, recent examinations of the 
significance of the bust-crown require some consideration of this interpretation.  
 A large horizontal marble block found in the stadion at Aizanoi that illustrated in 
relief the career of Marcus Ulpius Apuleius Eurykles shows that bust-crowns can be 
associated with three offices: the High Priesthood of Asia at the temple in Pergamon, the 
municipal stephanophoros, and the Panhellenios.  The Aizanoi reliefs indicate that 230
bust-crowns are not only the insignia of priesthoods of the imperial cult, as first 
suggested by George Hill. 
 The most clear example is from Marek Kat. Amastris 5, side C, coronae murales. | στέφανοι πυργωτο[ί]. 228
| hastae purae [quinque]. | corona [aur]e[a]. | στέφανο[ς] | χρυσοῦς. || οὐήξιλλος. | coronae vallares. | 
στέφανοι τειχωτο[ί]. Literary sources also describe the awards explicitly: for στέφανος πολιτικός or δρύινος 
for corona ciuica (Dio. Hal. 10.37; Cass. Dio 53.16.4); στέφανος τειχικός (Athen. Mitt. 22 (1897) 39) or 
στέφαος πυργωτός (Korr.-Bl. der Westd. Zeitschrift (1897), 61) for corona muralis; στέφανος οὐαλλάριος 
for corona castrensis or uallaris (Korr.-Bl. d. Westd. Zeitschr. (1897) 61) στέφανος χρυσοῦν ἐµβόλοις or 
corona naualis/rostrata (Cass. Dio 49.14), Le Bohec, Yann (Lyon), “Decorations, military”, in: Brill’s New 
Pauly, Antiquity volumes edited by: Hubert Cancik and , Helmuth Schneider, English Edition by: Christine 
F. Salazar, Classical Tradition volumes edited by: Manfred Landfester, English Edition by: Francis G. 
Gentry. Consulted online on 17 December 2017 <http://proxy.library.upenn.edu:
2097/10.1163/1574-9347_bnp_e209930>
 Hill 1899, 245-249 highlighted historical connections with Hellenistic ruler-cult as well as Roman 229
innovations that may have begun with Domitian’s Capitolia. Suet. Dom. 4. Rumscheid 2000, 7-8 on 
previous scholarship.
 Riccardi 2007, 383-385, fig. 14b ivy wreath for the priesthood of Dionysos; figs. 14c-d 9-bust and 10-230
bust crowns as the High Priest of Asia of the temples in Pergamon; fig. 14f two-bust crown as a 
Panhellenios in Athens; fig. 14g a 9-bust crown as stephanophoros. SEG 42.1188. Wörrle 1992.
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FIG. 13. BUST CROWNS FROM AIZANOI 
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 Furthermore, recent discussions concerning a detailed description of a bust-crown 
made for an agonothete in charge of the festivities of the Demostheneia at Oenoanda 
further indicate the need to re-evaluate the connection between priests of the imperial cult 
and the bust-crown.  The crown prepared by Demosthenes, the founder of the festival in 231
his name, is described as having “relief portraits of the emperor Nerva Trajan Hadrian 
Caesar Augustus and our “chief deity” the ancestral god Apollo” ([ἔχο]ντα ἔκτυπα 
πρόσωπα Αὐτοκράτορος Νέρουα Τραιανοῦ Ἁδρια[νοῦ] | Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ καὶ τοῦ 
προκαθη[γέτ]ου ἡ[µῶ]ν πατρώου θεοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος). Rumscheid proposed that, since 
multiple offices use this form of insignia, bust-crowns likely represent a specific function 
in agonistic affairs, for the offices associated with bust-crowns share this particular 
 Wörrle 1988, 8-11 ll. 51-53 . . . καὶ ᾗ . . . πενταετηρικῇ µουσικῇ πανηγύρει ἐπηνγείλατο | κατασκευάσαι 231
ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων καὶ στέφανον χρυσοῦν [ἔχο]ντα ἔκτυπα πρόσωπα Αὐτοκράτορος Νέρουα Τραιανοῦ 
Ἁδρια[νοῦ] | Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ καὶ τοῦ προκαθη[γέτ]ου ἡ[µῶ]ν πατρώου θεοῦ Ἀπόλλωνος, ὃν φορήσει ὁ 
ἀγωνοθέτης . . . κτλ. [. . . and for the pentaeteric musical panegyris . . . he promised that he will furnish and 
dedicate to the city, at his own expense, a golden crown bearing relief portraits of the emperor Nerva Trajan 
Hadrian Caesar Augustus and our leader the ancestral god Apollo, which the agnothete will wear etc. 
(Translation mine, modified from Mitchell 1990, 185.)]
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overlap.  In other words, the custom in the eastern provinces was that the leading men 232
in charge of festivities related to the imperial cult, whether priest or agonothete, would 
wear a crown adorned with the impressions of the deities and emperors that the festival 
was meant to celebrate.  
 The problem is, however, that the title of Panhellenios is also associated with a 
bust-crown, and it is not at all clear that Marcus Ulpius Apuleius Eurykles oversaw the 
Panhellenia during his involvement in the Panhellenion.  Wörrle proposes that any 233
delegate to the Panhellenion would be entitled to wear a bust-crown of the two emperors 
that the Panhellenia celebrated at the time.  Lee-Ann Ricardi still finds it difficult to 234
 Jutta Rumscheid 2000, 7-51, es 14. Also, 49, Rumscheid also pointed out also that bust-crowns from 232
archaeological context coincide with emperors such as Hadrian and the Severans, who were known to have 
supported Greek festivals. Also Riccardi 2007, 381-382, es 381 no. 24 for a survey of scholarship, 
overlapping with Michael Wörrle 1992, 349-368. For other discussions: George Hill, in particular, 
presented evidence of for example the so-called “Flavius Damianus” statue from Ephesus, among others. 
Inan & Rosenbaum 1966, 128 no. 151 pl 83.4, 87.2. Hill 1899, 245-249. Robert 1930, 265-267; 1930, 351. 
Loriot 2006, 531 fn. 59. We note also that standardised form of headwear for a provincial priest called the 
corona aurea sacerdotum prouincialium described by Tertullian and Ammianus Marcellinus did not 
emphasise the presence of busts. Tert. idol. 18.1: iam uero de solo suggestu et apparatu honoris 
retractandum. proprius habitus uniuscuiusque est tam ad usum quotidianum quam ad honorem et 
dignitatem. igitur purpura illa et aurum ceruicis ornamentum eodem more apud Aegyptios et Bablyonios 
insignia erant dignitatis, quo more nunc praetextae uel trabeae uel palmatae et coronae aurea sacerdotum 
prouincialium, sed non eadem condicione [Now redirecting to only the attire and apparatus of honors only. 
There is appropriate attire for each and every one, as much as for daily usage as for honor and dignity. 
Therefore, purpose and gold as neck ornament were by custom among Aegyptians and Babylonians the 
insignia of dignity, which in present-day custom would be the toga praetexta, trabea, or palmata, and 
golden crowns of the provincial priests, but not the same conditions. (Translation mine)]; also in Amm. 
Marc. 29.5.16 biduoque post Icosium oppidum, cuius supra docuimus conditores, militaria signa et 
coronam sacerdotalem cum ceteris, quae interceperat, nihil cunctatus restituit,ut praeceptum est [Two days 
later, without hesitation, he restored, as had been ordered, the town of Icosium, of whose founders I spoke 
before, the military standards, and the priestly crown, as well as the rest of the booty which he had taken. 
(Trans. Rolfe)]; Boeft et al. 2011, 266; Boeft et al. 2013, 175. Cumont 1901, 138-141. IScM II 188 
σπείρατο µὲν Συρίης µε Νε|απολις εὐρυάγυια | πλείονα δ᾽ αὖ πάτρις | ἐστεφάν[ωσ]ε Τοµεύς, || ἣ µ’ ἄλλων 
µερόπων | πλέον ἔισιδε κοσµηθέντα | χρυσείοις στεφάνοις | πορφυραίοις τε πέπλοις | δὶς γὰρ ἐποντάρχησα || 
καὶ Ἄραιως ἆθλα ἐτέλεσα, | τρὶς τελέσας ἀρχὴν | καὶ πόλιν οὐχ ὑβρίσας κτλ. [Syrian Neapolis begot me 
with its wide streets, but Tomis crowned me more than my patria, which adorned me with golden crowns 
and the purple peplos more than other people, for I was twice Pontarch and gave the games of Ares, thrice 
served as magistrate, and did not commit outrage against the city etc. (Translation mine)]
 Reynolds 1982, 186 proposed that Eurykles was “president” of the Panhellenion in the documents OGIS 233
504-507, but corrected by Wörrle 1992, 357, Rumscheid 2000, 13 fn. 85, and Riccardi 2007, 384 fn. 40.
 Wörrle 1992, 357 fn. 93.234
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believe that membership alone would entitle one to a bust-crown, and hence proposed 
that Eurykles may have taken up the role of agonothete while serving at the Panhellenion 
between 154-157 CE.  For our purposes the significance of the bust-crown of Trajan as 235
associated with an agonistic event is helpful, in that we know Aquila was High Priest of 
Pontus, and his involvement or curation of a koinon festival would entitle him to wear 
such a diadem. Yet, the koinon placed the bust-crown in the context of this inscription, 
which indicates that the significance of this crown was associated not only with his High 
Priesthood, but the action that benefited the koinon. In other words, there was an 
agonistic event that Aquila was involved, and this involvement may have been relevant to 
the action that Aquila took to the benefit of the koinon. 
 Aquila’s involvement in an agonistic event concerning Trajan brings to mind 
Pliny’s letter to Trajan in the second year of his proconsulship in Pontus-Bithynia, 
reporting that a certain Iulius Largus wished to bequeath his property either for public 
building projects in Trajan’s name, or setting up a pentaeteric festival called the Traiania, 
which is to be discussed in more detail in chapter three.  There is no additional evidence 236
regarding this festival from literary or epigraphic source; that Titus Iulius Aquila was not 
 Riccardi 2007, 383-386.235
 Plin. Ep. 10.75. Iulius, domine, Largus ex Ponto nondum mihi uisus ac ne auditus quidem - scilicet 236
iudicio tuo credidit - dispensationem quandam mihi erga te pietatis suae ministeriumque mandauit. rogauit 
enim testamento, ut hereditatem suam adirem cerneremque, ac deinde praeceptis quinquaginta milibus 
nummum reliquum omne Heracleotarum et Tianorum ciuitatibus redderem, ita ut esset arbitrii mei utrum 
opera facienda, quae honori tuo consecrarentur, putarem an instituendos quinquennales agonas, qui Traiani 
appellarentur. quod in notitiam tuam perferendum existimaui ob hoc maxime, ut dispiceres quid eligere 
debeam. [A Iulius Largus from Pontus, my lord, whom I have not yet seen, or even heard of previously, has 
entrusted to me (he was doubtless relying on your judgement of me), the handling and management of an 
act of devotion towards you. He requested, in his will, that I assume and enter upon his inheritance, and 
then, after taking first 50,000 sesterces, that I allocate all the rest to the cities of Heraclea and Tium, in such 
a way that it would be my decision whether a construction ought to be commenced which would be 
consecrated to your honor, or I think quinquennial games ought to be established, which would be called 
the Traiania. (Trans. Walsh, modified)].
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referred to as an agonothete also leaves this line of interpretation in doubt. However, we 
know that 1) the bequest of Iulius Largus was clearly earmarked either for a construction 
project or a pentaeteric festival, and 2) the High Priest of Pontus received a crown likely 
depicting the reigning emperor, which together suggest that Pliny, plausibly, chose the 
pentaeteric festival. The implication of this hypothesis is that Aquila received a bust-
crown associated with the Traiania, perhaps in the capacity of the High Priest of Pontus. 
Since the pentaeteric festival was supposed to celebrate Trajan to the benefit of two cities, 
appropriate rituals and ceremonies were likely required above the municipal level, and 
the High Priest of Pontus as well as the koinon that had a primary interest in the worship 
of the imperial cult, are likely involved. Adopting this interpretation, we can even 
propose a hypothetical time frame for the first Traiania. The broader timeframe can be 
deduced from the titulature of Trajan associated with Aquila’s bust-crown, between 103 
and 116 CE. The timeframe can be deduced from the date assigned to Pliny’s letter, in the 
second year of his governorship in Pontus-Bithynia.  The exact years are disputed, but 237
the choice is between 109-111 CE or 110-112 CE.  In short, the Traiania could have 238
been instituted between 109/110 to 116 CE. We also note that the short six-year 
timeframe would also include the Koinon’s designation of Aquila as the leading member 
in the Amastrian neoi.  
 In sum, we concede that the specific reason why the koinon sought to dictate 
Aquila’s standing in the Amastrian neoi remains unknown, yet we note that the 
 Sherwin-White 1966, 532.237
 The exact years of Pliny’s governorship is disputed between Sherwin-White 1966, 82, proposing 238
109-111 CE, and Ronald Syme 1988, 489, proposing 110-112 CE.
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overlapping symbolism and chronology of the evidence discussed above suggests that the 
Traiania was in fact the agonistic event that Aquila's crown symbolised, and the koinon 
may have been the direct beneficiary of some action that Aquila carried out in association 
with the Amastrian neoi. The earlier discussion on the relevance between ephebic groups 
and koinon festivities becomes even more pronounced. As we recall, the professional 
hymnodes performed a voluntary service in its first gathering at Pergamum on the 
occasion of the inauguration of the sanctuary dedicated to Augustus’ person, but 
Augustus later ordered that there must be a systematic collection of fees from provincial 
communities to ensure the payment of future performances. Eventually, this became a 
regular programme of the festivities of the Koinon of the Hellenes in Asia. Further 
developments in the performance of the hymnodes are also noteworthy. An inscription 
from Ephesus recorded a letter from the governor Paullus Fabius Persicus allowing the 
Ephesian authorities to replace paid professional singers with the Ephesian ephebes, who 
would sing without pay, as part of the city’s austerity measure. Since the neoi were, in 
essence, an ephebic institution, and hence a ready source of organized labor, municipal 
and koinon authorities may have been able to direct them to assist or participate in 
festivals or spectacles out of exigency. In short, the koinon may have benefited from 
Aquila’s organisational effort that “supplied” the Amastrian neoi to assist or participate in 
koinon affairs such as gladiatorial spectacles or agonistic festivals such as the Traiania, 
possibilities discussed in chapter three. 
 What remains to be discussed is the “µάµη” of Titus Iulius Aquila. This word, 
likely the variant spelling of µάµµη, could mean mother or grandmother. Both would 
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make sense if following the restoration of the name [Λ]ουσία Ἀ[κυ]λεῖνα by Rudolph 
Egger for Kalinka’s edition of the text, but Louis Robert’s proposal of Iulia Aquilina, at 
the expense of emending the letter Σ, creates additional problems.  
 Firstly, the basis for Robert’s restoration of ΙΟΥΛΙΑ from ΛΟΥΣΙΑ is 
questionable. Robert’s basis for emending Lusia to Iulia was based on his claim that the 
sigma of [Λ]ΟΥΣΙΑ in Kalinka’s facsimile was in part uncertain. In the following 
illustration, it is clear that Kalinka only dotted the upper slanting stroke in the sigma of 
Lusia. This is a questionable interpretation of Kalinka’s sketch, and can hardly be a solid 
basis for altering the sigma into a lambda, particularly considering that the upper and 
lower horizontal strokes were clearly visible when Kalinka performed the autopsy. 
!  
FIG. 14. KALINKA’S SKETCH AND THE LOUSIA/IOULIA PROBLEM 
 Secondly, the reasoning presented to support the claim that there was an Iulia 
Aquilina is questionable. Robert proposed this emendation in order to identify Titus 
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Iulius Aquila’s mame as a dignitary supposedly attested on a separate inscription also 
found at Amastris (CIG 4150b). In CIG 4150b a female dignitary was honored by the 
“damos” of Heraclea as well as her patria Amastris with twin statues in the year 98 
CE.  The key is line two, where Sidoux’s facsimile records ΟΥΔΙΑΝΑΙΥΙΔΕΙΝΑΝ. 239
The letters are indecipherable unless through emendation. Böckh’s proposal – IOYΛΙΑΝ 
ΑΚΥΙΛΙΝΑΝ – would seem plausible only if we assume that Sidoux misread some 
letters while producing the sketch. We are unable to confirm or deny Robert’s 
emendation, because the stone is now lost,  perhaps due to its possible reuse, and other 240
inscriptions found in the same location as building material.  Apparently, Robert’s claim 241
for CIG 4150b to be the basis for reconstructing Iulia Aquilina in the inscription honoring 
Titus Iulius Aquila must rest upon Böckh’s emendation of Sidoux’s autopsy. 
 CIG 4150b = Marek 1993, 159 no. 4 [ὁ] δᾶµος ὁ Ἡρακλεωτᾶν | ΟΥΔΙΑΝΑΙΥΙΔΕΙΝΑΝ <Ἰουλίαν 239
Ἀκυιλειναν> τὰν ε[ὐγ]|ενῆ καὶ φίλανδρον καὶ φιλό|τειµον ἀνφοτερᾶν τᾶν πολί||ων πολεῖτιν, πάσας ἀρετᾶς | 
καὶ ὧν προέδει[ξ]εν ἐλπίδων | ἕνεκα, ψαφισαµένας τᾶς πατρί|δος Ἀµάστριος ἐν τῷ προγο|νικῷ θεάτρῳ 
τεθῆµεν αὐτᾶς || τὸν ἀνδριάντα, δι’ ἐπιµελείας | Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου Μηνίου | τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτᾶς. ἔτους | 
ηξρʹ. [The people of Heraclea (dedicate this) to Iulia Aquilina, benefactress, devoted wife, and honor 
loving citizen of the two cities, on account of her every virtue and the prospects she brought, with her patria 
Amastris having voted to set her statue in (her) ancestor’s theater; administered by her husband Tiberius 
Claudius Menius. Year 168. (Translation mine)]
 Marek 1993, 159.240
 Notes of CIG vol. 3 1112 no. 4150b explains that the stone was built into the base of a masonry-built 241
fence next to a building in modern Amasra, “Amastride in septo quadrato quod pertinet ad aedificium, 
cuius in muro est inscriptio n. 4150, in basi; transcripsit Sidoux, qui cum Choiseul-Gouffiero in legatione 
erat; transmissum per Dionysium (Denis) nobiscum communicavit A. E. Eggerus.” [at Amastris, built into a 
stone fence that touches a building; the inscription is to the base of the fence. Sidoux transcribed it, who 
was with Choiseul-Gouffier in the embassy; transmitted by Denis, Auguste-Émile Egger communicated it 
with us. (Translation mine)] The same wall yielded three other inscriptions: no. 4150, no. 4150c, no. 4151, 
though the stones are now all lost. Denis was with the delegation of Auguste de Choiseul-Gouffier the 
French ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, and his report was passed on by Auguste-Émile Egger (then 
lecturer at the Ecole Normale Supérieure) to Boeckh, later published for the supplement to volume 3 of the 
Corpus Inscriptionum Graecarum in 1853, edited by Franz. CIG vol 3 1050: “nonnulla augendis 
inscriptionibus Paphlagoniae ex schedis Sidoux, qui cum Choiseul-Gouffiero in legatione fuit, accepta a 
Dionysio (Denis) mihi transmisit vir amicissimus, A. E. Eggerus, Parisinus.” [Several among the additional 
inscriptions of Paphlagonia are from the letters of Sidoux, who was in the delegation with (the french 
ambassador to the Ottoman Empire) Auguste de Choiseul-Gouffier; the letters were received by Denis, and 
Egger the Parisian and an most amicable man transmitted them to me. (Translation mine)]
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FIG. 15. SKETCH OF THE IOULIA AQUILINA INSCRIPTION 
 While Iulia Aquilina is an epigraphic persona created out of a series of 
conjectures made by the editor of the CIG and Robert himself, the initial iota could have 
suffered damage and been left out by Sidoux, or for the two lambda to be identified as 
delta and the kappa to be identified as an iota due to cracks, abrasions, or weathering. 
Assuming Sidoux misread the letters, the restoration of Iulia Aquilina may be correct. In 
turn she could be one of the family members of Gaius and Titus Iulius Aquila, with dual 
citizenship of Amastris and Heraclea. Yet this does not justify identifying Lusia Aquilina 
as Iulia Aquilina, because Robert’s emendation of the sigma was purely speculation, and 
the autopsy performed by Kalinka needs to be privileged. At this point we must accept 
Lusia Aquilina as the name of Titus Iulius Aquila’s “mame,” until further evidence 
surfaces.  
 We have determined that Egger’s restoration of [Λ]ουσία Ἀ[κυ]λεῖνα preserves 
the clearly recognisable letters in Kalinka’s autopsy. Accordingly, Egger’s restoration 
leads to the attestation of a family heretofore rarely attested in Asia Minor.  The rare 242
attestation of members of this family, along with their supposed prominence on par with 
 IK Pessinous 84 Ἐπαφροδείτῳ ἀνέστησαν | Γάϊος Ἰούστου καὶ Λουσία ἡ σύν|βίος µου κτλ.242
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the Iulii, whose ancestry likely included the equestrian Gaius Iulius Aquila, permanent 
High Priest of Divus Augustus and procurator of Nero, discussed in the first chapter. 
These factors lead us to posit that the Lusii were newcomers, and potentially associated 
with veteran or equestrian status. We do not seek to make a direct connection with other 
Lusii attested elsewhere in Anatolia, such as the praefectus fabrum Numerius Lusius 
Nomentanus from Cilicia, who was honored by the city of Hieropolis for his benefactions 
to Athena.  Rather, there might have been several such families of equestrian status that 243
could have established relations or even settled in Amastris before the end of Trajan’s 
reign. A veteran connection may also be likely, since there was a significant Roman 
veteran presence towards the northeast of the Amastrian territory.  A notable example is 244
a decorated military commander by the name of Sextus Vibius Gallus of the thirteenth 
 Hicks 1890, 245-246 no. 15 ὁ δῆµος ὁ Ἱεροπολιτῶν | Νουµέριον Λούσιον Νουµε|ρίου υἱὸν Κορνηλία 243
Νωµεντα|νὸν, ἔπαρχον τεχνειτῶν κτλ.
 Marek 1993, 98-100; Kat. Amastris 40 (Side A) [— — — — — —ονα]κιανὸς Σε[ουῆρος] | [χειλίαρχος 244
σπ]είρης [λγʹ πολ(ιτῶν) Ῥωµ(αίων)], | [χειλίαρχος λ]εγιῶν[ος γʹ Γαλλικῆς], | [ἔπαρχος ἄλη]ς οὐετραν[ῆς 
Γαλατῶν], || [ἑαυτῷ ζῶ]ν κατεσκ[ε]ύασε. (Side B) [— — —]onacianus Severus | [trib(unus) c]ohor(tis) 
XXXIII c(ivium) R(omanorum), | [trib(unus)] legionis III Gallicae, | [praefect]us alae veteranae 
Gallo[rum], || [vi]v(us) sibi fecit. Kat Amastris no. 101 Πουβλικίῳ | Ῥουφωνιανῷ | ἀδελφῷ | Σαλουίας || 
Ῥουφείνης | Ἰούλιος | Γαλλιττιανὸς | πρειµιπειλάριος | µετὰ τῶν τέκνων. no. 105 [․․․]εµενιος Δη|
[µοσ]θένους υἱῷ | [․․․εµ]ενίῳ Σευήρῳ | [τ]ῷ ληγιοναρί[ῳ] || [ἀ]νέστησα µνή|µης χάριν. no. 113 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ· 
| θεῷ Μωνίῳ εὐχῇ | Σέξτου Οὐειβί|ου Γάλλου πρειµο||πειλαρίου Εὐέλπι|στος πραγµατευτὴς | ἔτους θορʹ, 
µηνὸς Δείου | νεοµηνίᾳ.
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Legion,  and a Lucius Sempronius of the Campanian auxiliary.  Admittedly, not much 245 246
more can be pressed upon the family of Lusia Aquilina, except that the existence of the 
Lusii at Amastris adds another data point when speaking of families of veteran or 
equestrian status in Amastrian society. 
 While the name of the prominent lady can be subject to further debate, the fact 
that she is featured in the inscription highlights an interesting dynamic. Did Lusia 
Aquilina arrange for Titus Iulius Aquila to serve in a certain capacity in the koinon and/or 
the neoi? What this question is really concerned with relates to whether Aquila had 
agency in deciding whether he wished to serve as High Priest of Pontus at all. A possible 
scenario would be that Aquila was still a young boy, since there is no reference to his 
municipal career, and it was his family that wished him to embark upon a public career, 
beginning with the High Priesthood of Pontus. However, as will be discussed in the next 
section, we also need to consider the fact that the High Priesthood of Pontus was a 
leading position among the elites of the member cities in the koinon. One could certainly 
assume that the elders among the Iulii held a dominant position in the region and had the 
ability to sway all delegates in the koinon to their favor, and manipulated Titus Iulius 
 Marek Kat. Amastris 5 (Side A) [Sex. Vibio Gallo tri]|[ce]nario, primipila|ri, praef(ecto) kastror(um) 245
leg(ionis) | XIII Gem(inae), donis dona|[t]o ab imperatoribu[s] | honoris virtutisq(ue) | causa torq(uibus) 
armi[l]|lis phaleris, coronis | muralibus III, vallar[i]||bus II, aurea I, hastis | [p]uris V, vexillis II, | Sex. 
Vibius Cocce|[i]anus patrono | benemerenti. (Side B) Σέξ. Οὐειβίῳ Γάλλῳ τρεκιναρίῳ πρειµιπειλαρίῳ | 
[σ]τρατοπ[ε]δάρχῃ λεγ(ιῶνος) ιγʹ, τειµαῖς τετειµη[µ]έ[ν]ῳ [ὑπὸ τῶν Σεβασ]|[τ]ῶν [ἀ]ρετῆς καὶ ἀνδρείας 
χάριν στρεπτοῖς, [φα]λ[άροις], | στεφάνοις πυργωτοῖς γʹ, τειχωτοῖς βʹ, χρυσῷ αʹ, δόρ[ασι] || καθαροῖς εʹ, 
οὐηξίλλοις βʹ, Σέξ. Οὐείβιος Κοκκειανὸς τῷ π[άτρωνι]. (Side C) coronae murales. | στέφανοι πυργωτο[ί]. | 
hastae purae [quinque]. | corona [aur]e[a]. | στέφανο[ς] | χρυσοῦς. || οὐήξιλλος. | coronae vallares. | 
στέφανοι τειχωτο[ί].
 Μarek Kat. Marek Kat. Amastris 52 L. Senpronio militi et tu|bicini cohortis Camp(anorum), L. Alli|di 246
Magna Titi Atti filia uxor | eius. Possible connections with family members or clients of Trajan’s leading 
military commander Lucius Quietus, who was highly successful in the Dacian, Armenian and Parthian 
campaigns, ought not to be ruled out. Dio Cass. 68.32.4-5 describes Lusius Quietus in the Dacian wars as a 
Moorish cavalry commander. Dio Cass. 68.29.4-30 describes Lusius as Trajan’s leading commander in 
quelling the rebellion after Trajan left Mesopotamia. PIR2 L 439.
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Aquila as a puppet, but it is more natural to assume that Titus Iulius Aquila had actual 
standing and recognised by his peers as a leading figure. Regardless, we acknowledge 
that the koinon’s reference to Titus Iulius Aquila’s mame poses a peculiar challenge to 
interpreting this inscription, and to grasp the full dynamics between the koinon and the 
two prominent figures would require further evidence. 
 In summary, the importance of this inscription lies more than in its being only one 
of two koinon documents preserved on stone, since it situated the koinon authorities in a 
context that involved 1) a member of an elite family serving as the High Priest of the 
koinon; 2) a connection between this High Priest and a certain festival honoring Trajan, 
likely the Traiania mentioned by Pliny; 3) highlighting the maternal kin of this High 
Priest, who may have been from an equestrian or veteran family. If we compare the 
koinon’s honoring of Aquila with a vignette of a High Priest as represented by Barbara 
Burrell,  some interesting similarities and discrepancies emerge. 247
The koina were generally headed by chief priests, who presided at the provincial 
imperial temples and their ceremonies. In their official functions, they may have 
come to be called ‘leader of the (individual koinon),’ so Asiarch, Lysiarch, 
Pamphyliarch, Pontarch, etc. . . . Chief priesthood of a koinon was considered the 
summit of a provincial career. Chief priests were generally not just Roman citizens 
but knights or sometimes even of senatorial family, and frequently they were friends 
of prominent Romans in power. The office was very costly, and could involve 
massive outlay not only to add special magnificence to koinon festivals (for which 
the cities also made contributions), but for such things as gladiatorial games and 
feasts, special building projects or even the payment of taxes for the entire province. 
For this outlay, and especially when presiding over the contests (s)he gave, the chief 
priest or chief priestess was often allowed the right to dress in purple, to wear a 
crown set with busts of the Augusti, and to walk at the head of the ritual procession 
of the koinon. 
 Burrell 2002, 346. Burrell’s account is comparable to a longer description by Kuhn 1864, 104-122, who 247
surveys known sources in the literary and juridical tradition.
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Several points make Titus Iulius Aquila stand out when compared with Burrell’s 
description. Firstly, the koinon authorities made a relatively generic reference to Aquila’s 
high social status, and exactly how high is left unsaid. While a likely descendant of the 
equestrian procurator Gaius Iulius Aquila, whether Titus Iulius Aquila entered himself 
into the equestrian order is not explicitly stated by the koinon authorities. That he lacks a 
filiation in his nomenclature further adds to the ambiguity of his supposed prominence. 
Nor may it be that all koina had within their territory abundant members of the equestrian 
and senatorial order to choose from: from Bithynia, for instance, one notes that no known 
officials of the koinon were advertised as of the equestrian or senatorial order.  Burrell’s 248
impression was primarily derived from Quaß, whose selection of data from Devijver’s 
Prosopographia militarium equestrium and Pflaum’s Carrières procuratoriennes 
équestres shows a concentration of examples in the provinces of Asia and Lycia.  The 249
prominence of the officials of a relatively small and peripheral koinon such as the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus may not be comparable with those of Asia and Lycia. This point is 
to be pursued further in the ensuing section. 
 Secondly, the interest of the koinon authorities in recognising the leading status of 
Aquila among the Amastrian neoi presents a degree of engagement with local institutions 
by the koinon that is an aspect not emphasised in the vignette. The reason for the Koinon 
to be involved in the hierarchy of the Amastrian neoi remains obscure, but one notable 
 Fernoux 2004, 349-360, es Tabl. 18 on known examples of individuals who served in the Bithynian 248
koinon.
 Quaß 1993, 150, place the office of the provincial High Priesthood in the context of noblemen in the 249
equestrian and the senatorial orders demonstrating loyalty towards the emperors in order to become the 
representatives of loyalty for their respective provinces and cities, and emphasised that their wealth was 
instrumental in the display of loyalty. Also, Quaß 1982, 198.
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common denominator of the two institutions is that both were concerned with agonistic 
competitions, which is discussed in chapter three. This overlap in their core interest may 
lead to a correlation between the Traiania mentioned in Pliny’s letter and Aquila’s 
leadership positions in the Koinon and in the Amastrian neoi, though the fact that the 
Koinon decree did not make this correlation explicit leads to further uncertainties. In any 
case, the appearance of a new pentaeteric agonistic event tied to the reigning emperor 
would have been a significant development, due to the range of resources that the festival 
would have required so that sacrifices, ceremonies, and preparation for competitions and 
prizes could be appropriately arranged. We know of such an impact that took place when 
a new festival for the living Augustus was established in Asia. The tradition of the 
professional hymnodes’ performing at Pergamum was at its initial gathering a voluntary 
service, and it was only until this voluntary service concluded that a province-wide 
collection of fees was approved by Augustus to make the hymnodes’ performance a 
regular paid service.  Considering that the Koinon’s designation of Aquila was protos 250
aristeus or champion of the neoi, we envision that the Amastrian ephebeia might have 
been drawn by municipal or koinon officials to participate in the newly found agonistic 
festival out of exigency to perform in ceremonies, or even participate in competitions.  
 Ephesus 227, ll. 56-61 ἵνα µέντοι µὴ δόξω πᾶσιν τοῖς πανταχοῦ ὑµνωδοῖς τοῦτο πεπο[ιηκέναι] τ[ὸ 250
πρόκρι]µα, ὑπ[ε]ξαιροῦµα[ι] | τοὺς ̣ἐν Περγάµῳ αὐτὸν τὸν θεὸν Σεβαστὸν ὑµνοῦντας ἐν τῷ ὑπὸ τῆς Ἀσίας 
κα[θιερ]ω[µέν]ῳ τ[εµ]έν[ε]ι ̣, ὧν ἡ πρώτη | σύνοδος οὐκ ἐ[πί]µισθος συνήχθη, ἀλλὰ ἐθελούσιος καὶ χωρὶ[ς] 
ἀργυρίου· διὸ καὶ ὁ θεὸς Σε[βα]σ[τὸς τὰ µετὰ ταῦτα] ψη̣φισθέντα | φιλάνθρωπα α[ὐ]τοῖς εἰς τὴν διαδοχὴν 
τῶν ἐξ ἐκείνων γεννωµένων ἐτήρησεν, ἐξ̣οδιάζεσθα̣[̣ι δὲ τὸ εἰς] αὐ[τοὺ]ς ἀνάλωµα || οὐχ ὑπὸ µόνων 
Περγαµηνῶν, ἀλλὰ ὑπὸ τῆ̣ς Ἀσίας ὅλης ἐκέλευσεν, λογισάµε[νος] βαρεῖα[̣ν ἔσεσθαι] µιᾷ πόλει̣ τὴν τοιαύ|
την εἰσφοράν. [Lest I seem to have judged the case for all hymnodes everywhere, I exempt those singing 
hymns in Pergamon to the god Augustus himself in the temenos dedicated by Asia. There the first assembly 
gathered, not as though hired but voluntarily and without payment. For this reason also the god Augustus 
preserved the privileges decreed later regarding the succession of those who came after them, that their 
expenses be defrayed not only by the Pergamenes, but by the whole of Asia, because such a contribution 
would be a burden for a single city. (Trans. Friesen)] The context likely refers to Dio Cass. 51.20.6-7; see 
chapter 1.1.
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 Thirdly, Burrell’s vignette portrays the High Priest as a leading figure during 
ritual processions, for which he would have worn “a crown set with busts of the Augusti” 
as part of his priestly regalia. The interpretations of Wörrle and Riccardi discussed earlier 
regarding the epigraphic and visual evidence of bust-crowns show, however, that the 
proper association of the bust-crown is with agonistic events, and a priest may have worn 
a bust-crown if he was agonothete. The distinction is significant, because the Koinon 
described Aquila’s reception of the stephanos as an event that was independent of 
Aquila’s holding of the High Priesthood. This hypothesis is supported by Rumscheid’s 
study of the archaeological and literary evidence concerning all known bust-crowns, as 
well as the similarities between Aquila’s crown in the description of the bust-crown 
created for the agonothete of the Demostheneia at Oenoanda. Burrell’s description is 
therefore correct only in the sense that High Priests were generally involved in agonistic 
festivals, but bust-crowns were not exclusively worn by High Priests. This identification 
is important in how we interpret Aquila’s service to the Koinon – he was both High Priest 
of Pontus, and he was also an important member of the first Traiania that likely took 
place at Heraclea or Tium. In turn, this interpretation situates Aquila within a regional 
agonistic network, in which dignitaries from cities in coastal Paphlagonia would become 
attracted to important imperial festivities. Whether the Koinon was the instigating party 
for Aquila to become involved is uncertain, but likely, particularly if the proper worship 
of the reigning emperor was also carefully observed by the provincial governor, as we see 
in the case of Paullus Fabius Persicus in his ruling on the Ephesian petition, mentioned 
earlier.  
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 In summary, Aquila’s inscription is a starting point that helps establish the 
baseline of what to expect of a High Priest of Pontus in the specific context of coastal 
Paphlagonia. Aquila more or less follows common expectations of a local elite engaged 
in philotimia or the love of honor, such as performing the public service of the High 
Priesthood. Yet, the koinon decree offers more. The decree informs us of Aquila’s familial 
connection with a prominent lady who may have been a member of the Lusii that has not 
been attested in Amastrian inscriptions, though we note that the reading is of some 
controversy as discussed earlier. The decree also dictates how Aquila was to be 
addressed, which can be interpreted as an official appointment that gave Aquila a clear 
leading position in the Amastrian ephebeia. This is a rare example of a koinon in the 
Greek East to have been involved in the hierarchy at the local level, an aspect rarely 
discussed in scholarship, and implies that we ought to view the koinon as a regional 
institution that could influence or even direct local organisations through the mechanism 
of honorifics. In the next section, we move on to study the second inscription that was 
issued by the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. This inscription found in Heraclea Pontica is 
short but important in its use of bureaucratic language that describes the practice of 
volunteering to perform benefaction at the koinon level. In turn, it is more than a unique 
piece of evidence for the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, because it also adds to the small 
corpus of inscriptions that concern procedural matters during the election of a koinon 
High Priest. 
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2.1.2 The Koinon honors Aurelius Alexander as Voluntary High Priest 
 A second decree issued by the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, found in Heraclea 
Pontica, was jointly issued with the boule and the damos of Heraclea to honor Aurelius 
Alexander, son of Timotheus, for his voluntary and generous service as High Priest of 
Pontus.  The multiple agencies involved make this an intriguing document, as it touches 251
upon the degree of interaction between local and koinon authorities comparable with that 
indicated by the previous document involving the koinon, the High Priest of Pontus Titus 
Iulius Aquila, and the Amastrian neoi. Pargoire first received the sketch and transcription 
of the text from a missionary based in Zonguldak and published them in 1898.  The 252
stone was later studied by Kalinka, who provided more accurate descriptions and 
measurements.  253
ἀγαθῆι τύχηι | ἀ βουλὰ καὶ ὁ δᾶµος καὶ τὸ κοινὸν | τῶν ἐν Πόντῳ πολίων 
ἐτείµασαν τὸν αὐθαί|ρετον καὶ µεγαλόψυχον ἀρχιερέα τοῦ Πόν||του, Αὐρήλιον 
Ἀλέξανδρον Τειµοθέου. 
To good fortune. The boule, the demos, and the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus 
honored the voluntary and magnanimous High Priest of Pontus, Aurelius 
 Jonnes 1984, 7 no. 3. The inscription is not seen by Lloyd Jonnes, and can be presumed lost.251
 Pargoire 1898, 492-493 1.50 m long, 0.40 m high; letters 0.025 high. Jonnes 1994, 6.252
 Kalinka 1933, 96 no. 67, 1.16 m in length, 0.47 m deep, 0.37 m in height, with letters measuring 0.03 m 253
in height. 
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Alexander son of Timotheos.
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FIG. 16. SKETCH OF AURELIUS ALEXANDER SON OF TIMOTHEOS INSCRIPTION 
 The earlier transcription published by Pargoire received much attention for the 
iota after πολίων in line three, which have been interpreted as the Koinon of the Ten 
Cities in Pontus. Strabo stated that there were eleven cities in Pontus in his time,  with 254
one having been reallotted during territorial reforms in the Julio-Claudian period,  255
which made Pargoire’s report important evidence that would have supported Strabo’s 
account. Yet Kalinka stated that he did not see the iota.  It is also notable that the first 256
line of the sketches made by Pargoire and Kalinka differ significantly in terms of spacing, 
 Strab. 12.3.1 τὰ µὲν πρὸς Ἀρµενίαν καὶ τὰ περὶ τὴν Κολχίδα τοῖς συναγωνισαµένοις δυνάσταις 254
κατένειµε, τὰ δὲ λοιπὰ εἰς ἕνδεκα πολιτείας διεῖλε καὶ τῇ Βιθυνίᾳ προσέθηκεν, ὥστ᾽ ἐκ ἀµφοῖν ἐπαρχίαν 
γενέσθαι µίαν.
 Most important, Cumont 1901, Cumont 1903; See Sørensen 2016, 77-78 for survey of scholarship. 255
 Perhaps also a more accurate transcription, Τειµοθέου instead of Τειµοθέον in line 4; Kalinka 1993, 95.256
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and the rest of the inscription differ in spacing as well as letter form, in particular the rho, 
xi, and psi. The amount of details reported by Kalinka, both measurement and stylised 
letter forms, makes his autopsy more convincing. Pargoire’s iota ought to be rejected. 
 One consistent detail reported by both Pargoire and Kalinka is the koiné ἀγαθῇ 
τύχῇ in line 1 and the Doric in the rest of the honorific inscription. What is interesting 
about this dialect inconsistency is that such phenomenon runs counter to traces of ethnic 
division in coastal Paphlagonia. A funerary epitaph from Kytoros in the Doric dialect 
commemorated a certain Aristander and his father’s benefactions in the ephebia and 
gymnasia of Heraclea Pontica, identifying his patria as the “Doric polis,”  while another 257
funerary epitaph from Amastris, dating from 155 CE, records in koiné one Aemilianus 
who died in Pergamum while competing there, and emphasises that it was on “Dorian 
 SEG 30.1452; inscribed on a monument from Gideruz, now housed in Istanbul. [τ]ὸν πάρος ἀφνειόν µε | 257
καὶ ἐκ γενεῆς φιλοτ[εί]|µων / οὗτος Ἀρίστανδρο[ν], | ξεῖνε, τάφος κατέχει, / υἱὸ[ν] || [Ἀ]ριστοξένου τοῦ 
πρίν ποτ[ε] | [γ]υµνασιάρχου, / αὐτὸν ἐφήβ[αρ]|[χ]ον λαµπρότατον πατρί|[δο]ς· / µάρτυρ[α] δ’ Ηρακλέη[ν] | 
[λι]παροῖς ἔνι γυµνασίοι[σι] / || [χ]άλκεον ἀθρήσεις σὺ[ν] | [κ]εραῇ ἐλάφῳ. / τοῦ µε χάριν | [Δ]ώροιο πόλις 
τειµαῖσιν [ἁ]π[ά]|[σ]αις / ἄµµιγα Πεισιθέῃ | [τ]εῖσε φίλῃ ἀλόχῳ. / ζήσας || [δ’] εὐκταίως καὶ γηρ[ά]σ[α]ς | 
[µ]α[κ]αρίστως / τῷδ[ε] θαν[ὼν] | [τ]ύν[β]ῳ σῶµα καθωρµισ[ά]µ[ην]. / | χαῖρε. [Stranger, this tomb buries 
Aristandros, formerly with wealth and from a family eager to give benefactions, the son of Aristoxenos a 
former gymnasiarch; he himself was a famous ephebarch of his patria; consider the proof, a bronze 
Heracles with deer horns among splendid gymnasts. with grace the Doric city gives him all honors, along 
with his wife Peisithea; he lived devotedly and reached an old age. Upon his death I inter his body in this 
tomb. Farewell. (Translation mine)]
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land” that he died.  A survey of known inscriptions from Heraclea shows that, when 258
measured along with koiné and other neo-Greek dialects, the proportion of inscriptions 
using Doric dialect was not particularly high.  The sample is small, with only 22 out of 259
84 inscriptions from Jonnes’ collation being clearly Doric, but this preliminary 
assessment shows that the linguistic environment at Heraclea was diverse, and points 
further to the possibility that Heracleans held different sense of ethnic identity rooted in 
the use of different dialects.  
 The fact that the city of Heraclea issued this inscription along with the koinon in 
the Doric dialect suggests the possibility that Doric belonging may have been considered 
proper among prominent Heracleans who participated in municipal government. When 
coupled with the inscriptions in the Doric dialect that associated with the ephebia and 
gymnasia mentioned earlier, the linguistic and ethnic indicators seemed to point towards 
 Jones 1990, 54. ἔτος µὲν ἦν τριακοστὸν ἤδη µοι τόδε, | ἔθηκε δ’ Αἰµιλιανὸν ὄνοµά µοι πατήρ, | ὃν 258
ἔθρεψε Γέµινος, εἷς ἀνὴρ τῶν εὐγενῶν· | παρ’ ἐµπύροις δὲ κῶµον Εὐΐῳ θεῷ || τριετῆρι τελετὴν µυστικῶς 
ἀνήγαγον | καὶ γυµνασίων δὲ σεµνὸς ἐγενόµην, ἴδρις | πάλης, ἄκοντος, πανκρατίου, δίσκου, τρόχου, | 
ἅλµατος, ἁπάντων εὐρυθµῶν σφαιρισµάτων | ὧν εἰς ἕκαστον ἐπόνεσεν τροφεὺς ἐµός, || σατύρῳ τε ἐνείκων 
Κύζικον καὶ Πέργαµον | καὶ Κυζίκου µὲν αὐτὸς ἤνεγκα στέφος, | τὸ Περγάµου δὲ µοῖρα ἀπήνεγκεν πικρὰ | 
καί µου τὸ σῶµα Δωρίας ἐπὶ χθονὸς | ἐµάρανε δαίµων, ὀστᾶ δ’ ἐν πάτρῃ λαβὼν || τροφεὺς Γέµινος λάρνακα 
ἐς λιθίνην θέτο | αἰωνίοις στεφάνοισιν ἐπικοσµούµενα. | εκσʹ , πρὸ αʹ καλ(ανδῶν) Σεπτεµβρίων, | Λώου ζιʹ. 
This was now my thirtieth year, and my father gave me the name Aemilianus, and Geminus brought me up, 
a man of noble birth. Amid incense-vessels I led the revel for the biennial god Euhios, (and led) the rite in 
mystic fashion. I was also revered in the gymnasia, skilled in wrestling, the javelin, the pancration, the 
discus, the hoop, jumping, all rhythmical ball-games, in each of which my foster-father had trained. And 
with a satyr-play I won at Cyzicus and Pergamon; I myself took the crown at Cyzicus, but the Pergamene 
one cruel fate took away. Misfortune wasted my body on Dorian soil, but Geminus carrying my bones to 
my home city put them in a stone urn, adorned by eternal crowns. (Year) 225, 31 August, Loos 17th. 
(Trans. Christopher Jones)
 From IK Heraclea, a collation of 84 inscriptions from Heraclea, at least 22 inscriptions include clear 259
traits of Doric orthography, including examples datable to Vespasian, Hadrian, and the Antonine emperors, 
and from both private and public monuments. From IK Heraclea: Vespasian: no. 5; Hadrian: no. 58?; 
Antoninus Pius: no. 51; Antonine: nos. 1, 3; Second/Third century CE: nos. 10, 11, 15; Uncertain imperial: 
nos. 16, 49, 55, 82; Uncertain: nos. 24, 26, 29, 47, 67, 71, 75, 78, 84. Jonnes noted some of the linguistic 
traits of Heraclean inscriptions in his commentary, but the fuller presentation of the complexity is given by 
Brixhe 1996, 639-641 no .436, who pointed out notable examples of Doric and koiné dialects, and made 
comparisons between the koine and the neo-Pontic dialect. The Doric acclamation τύχαι ἀγαθᾶι was used, 
an Antonine example that is to be discussed in a a separate context in chapter two.
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a socio-political context where groups that identified with the Doric sense of belonging 
were able to not only maintain political prominence, but can even curate their collective 
identity through ephebic institutions.  This would also explain why the distinct ethnic 260
division attested in the two inscriptions above came from individuals who have been 
trained in the ephebia and gymnasia. Likely, the honorands were trained to identify with 
the Doric sense of belonging through a curriculum overseen by prominent Heracleans 
during the imperial period. The inscription issued jointly by the city of Heraclea and the 
koinon is one indication that the koinon relied upon the predominent voice of a city to 
carry out the koinon’s agenda. 
 However, the puzzling feature of the inscription is that it was not entirely Doric. 
One would assume that the drafters of the decree would have been aware of the cultural 
symbolism implied in dialect usage, as the ephebic inscriptions discussed earlier 
indicated that municipal elites who participated in the ephebeia would have been 
particularly indoctrinated by dialect distinction. Error is possible, but to the Ionic 
acclamation would have been so apparent that, should there have been real concerns 
about the symbolism of the Doric dialect, it would have been quickly erased and re-
inscribed.  
 We note that we do not have a clear date for the joint decree: a date of the late 
second century CE or later may place this inscription in a time when ethnic division has 
become less pronounced. In such an environment, other extraordinary circumstances, 
such as intentional reuse, could be considered. One example can be found locally in a 
 Malkin 2014, 285.260
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honorific inscription dedicated to Valentinian, Theodosius and Arcadius. The inscription 
opens with ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ in the first line, followed by a Latin text.  Jonnes observed that 261
the stone was redressed, which in turn explains why there are significant differences in 
letter size, language and style between the acclamation and the dedicatory portion of the 
text.  Yet the stone of the joint decree is now lost. Accordingly, we cannot determine 262
whether reuse was behind the reason for the co-existence of two dialects. We can only 
tentatively conclude that the presence of the koiné acclamation suggests a degree of 
complacency on the part of all parties involved, which in turn was due to a dissipating 
interest in maintaining ethnic divisions based on linguistic performance. 
 While the juxtaposition of the Doric and Ionic dialects can be attributed to a 
gradual dissipation of anxiety among Heracleans to distinguish between Doric and Ionic 
dialects, it also points to unattentiveness towards detail on the part of curator that was in 
charge of setting up the monument honoring Aurelius Alexander. The absence of 
Alexander’s honors, benefactions and familial connection is in this respect relevant. 
There is no mention of past philotimia in the joint decree, either performed by Alexander 
or his family. There is no reference to the ties between Alexander and his patria, which 
could only be hypothetically assumed to be Heraclean, given that the Heraclean 
authorities were one of the issuing parties. As for ancestry, we have little to depend upon 
except Alexander's binominal nomenclature, though even this is inconclusive. The 
standard expectation for the binominal or trianominal formula of a Roman family is to 
 IK Heraclea no. 6, ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ | DDD NNN | Valentiniani | et Theodosi || et Arcadi Auggg | semper 261
victoribus.
 Jonnes 1986, 97 also pointed out that the stonecutter mistakenly inscribed emperors in the genitive, 262
which should have been in the dedicatory dative ending in -i. 
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have the father's praenomen used as the filiation, and a name of non-Italian origin used as 
the cognomen, but in the imperial period the father's cognomen could also be used,  263
which means that we have no clear indication on whether Alexander was of the first 
generation of enfranchised Roman citizens. To assume that Alexander's nomen gentilicum 
Aurelius is derived from the Constitutio Antoniniana is also suspect. Aurelius was an 
imperial gentilicum bestowed long before the Constitutio.  We know that at least one 264
dignitary from the southeastern territory of Amastris who have received citizenship from 
Marcus Aurelius.  We also need to consider the influence of Marcus Aurelius Cotta, 265
who was the first governor of Bithynia before the third Mithridatic War, and may have 
left his mark in the local nomenclature through the bestowal of his nomen gentilicum 
upon clients and slaves that would form families of their own following their rising 
fortunes. 
 What can be fairly certain is that Aurelius Alexander was a peer to Titus Iulius 
Aquila, due to the fact that the attainment of the High Priesthood of a koinon required 
more than simple wealth of an individual, but the result of a full review of the candidate’s 
person and his family by his peers within the city, followed by a collective consideration 
at the koinon assembly. We touch upon, therefore, the expectations of the High Priest of a 
koinon, and there are several literary sources that give us further insight on the general 
 McLean 2002, 114; an example in Amastris: Tiberius Claudius Lepidus son of Lepidus, discussed 263
below.
 Salway 1994, 136; Gilliam 1965, 83 surveys the number of persons with the nomen gentilicum Aurelius 264
bestowed pre- and post-212 CE in the Dura military roster ( Dura 100 & 101). 
 Marek 1993, Kat. Amastris 95. Also, Marcus Aurelius Cotta, the first Bithynian proconsul in 74 BCE, 265
remained active in the Pontic region during the Third Mithridatic War, and could have had significant 
impact on nomenclature as well.
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perception as well as the detailed criteria that would have been involved in the review 
processes at the municipal and the koinon levels.  
 Philostratus described the High Priesthood of a koinon as a prestigious position 
closely associated with prominent families. The High Priesthood of Lycia was “a liturgy 
highly regarded by the Romans, even though it concerned the small ethnos of the 
Lycians; the office was held by persons with distinguished ancestors,” and Heracleides of 
Lycia became High Priest of Lycia because of such lineage.  Similarly, Scopelian of 266
Clazomenae held the office of the High Priesthood of Asia because his family 
customarily inherited the office.  The juridical tradition offers some explanation of why 267
the High Priesthood is customarily associated with prominent families. In explaining the 
conditions of eligibility for honores and munera,  Callistratus pointed to four criteria: 1) 268
the individual's persona (with regard to social standing and age), 2) place of birth, 3) 
whether the individual's property would be sufficient, and 4) additional by-laws for the 
 Philostrat. VS 613 Ἀνὴρ ἐλλογιµώτατος καὶ Ἡρακλείδης ὁ Λύκιος καὶ τὰ οἴκοι µέν, ἐπειδὴ πατέρων τε 266
ἀγαθῶν ἔφυ καὶ ἀρχιερεὺς Λυκίων ἐγένετο. [Heracleides the Lycian was also a very notable person, in the 
first place as regards his family, since he was descended from distinguished ancestors and so became high-
priest of Lycia. (Trans. Wright)]
 Philostrat. VS 515 ἀρχιερεὺς µὲν γὰρ ἐγένετο τῆς Ἀσίας αὐτός τε καὶ οἱ πρόγονοι αὐτοῦ παῖς ἐκ πατρὸς 267
πάντες, ὁ δὲ στέφανος οὗτος πολὺς καὶ ὑπὲρ πολλῶν χρηµάτων. [For he [sic. Scopelian] was himself high-
priest of Asia and so were his ancestors before him, all of them, from father to son. And this is a great 
crown of glory and more than great wealth. (Trans. Wright)]
 The difference between honores and munera, as explained by Callistratus, is that the latter is expense 268
without official status. Dig. 50.4.14.1 honor munucipalis est administratio rei publicae cum dignitatis 
gradu, siue cum sumptu siue sine erogatione contingens. . . . publicum munus dicitur, quod in 
administranda re publica cum sumptu sine titulo dignitatis subimus. [Municipal office is the administration 
of the community with an official position, whether it involves expense or not. . . . something is called a 
public munus if we undertake it in the course of administering the community and are involved in expense 
but have no formal position. (Trans. Watson)]
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service (munus) in question.  These conditions concerning candidacy for honores and 269
munera likely apply to the provincial priesthood, because Hermogenian’s statement – 
“none is debarred from holding again of his own free will the priesthood of a province” – 
is reported a few sections down,  and in the same context.   270 271
 Two epigraphic sources offer some further clarification of what considerations of 
one’s persona would entail. Firstly, in a long letter concerning appeals from Athens, 
Marcus Aurelius reaffirmed the disqualification of one Ladicus son of Polyaenus due to 
the fact that he was below the minimum age, had not served in public office before 
becoming Panhellene in the synedrion of the Panhellenion,  and granted an exception 272
 Dig. 50.4.14.3 de honoribus siue muneribus gerendis cum quaeritur, in primis consideranda persona est 269
eius, cui defertur honor siue muneris administratio: item origo natalium: facultates quoque an sufficere 
iniuncto muneri possint: item lex, secundum quam muneribus quisque fungi debeat. [If one is concerned 
with the holding of office or the undertaking of munera, in the first place one must consider the character of 
the man on whom this office or administration of the munus is conferred; likewise, his place of birth; also 
his property, whether it is sufficient for the munus in question; likewise, the law under which everyone 
must perform munera. (Trans. Watson)]
 Dig. 50.4.17.1 sponte prouinciae sacerdotium iterare nemo prohibetur.270
 Callistratus also described additional rules: Dig. 50.4.14.5, a viable candidate for holding office or 271
serving munera could not hold the higher magistracy before the lesser, and may not hold offices in 
succession, erendorum honorum non promiscua facultas est, sed ordo certus huic rei adhibitus est. nam 
neque prius maiorum magistratum quisquam, nisi minorem susceperit, gerere potest, neque ab omni aetate, 
neque continuare quisque honores potest.” [The opportunity to fill the honores is not indiscriminate, but a 
fixed arrangement is applied for this matter. For a man may not hold the more important magistracy before 
he has held the less important one, nor at any age, nor may anyone hold offices in succession. It is laid 
down in several constitutiones that if there is no one else to hold office, those who have held it are to be 
forced to do so again. Trans. Watson, modified.] Also, Dig. 50.4.14.6, exception can be made for holding 
offices in succession when there are no individuals viable for candidacy.
 Oliver 1970, Plaque II = EM 13366 ll. 15-20. Λάδικος Πολυαίνου ὁ ἐκκελκληµένος πρὸς Σωφάνην 272
Σω[φά]|[ν]ους ἀπὸ Ἰουλ Δαµοστράτου τοῦ ἄρχοντος τῶν Πανελλήνων φαίνεται κατὰ τὸν ὡρισµένον 
χρόνο[ν ἀπεῖ]|ναι τόσου ἔξεστιν δικάζεσθαι πρὸς τοὺς κεχειροτονηµένους Πανέλληνας· κληθεὶς ἐπὶ τὴν 
κρίσιν, ἀπ[ενε]|χθεὶς δέ, καίτοι µετὰ τὴν νενοµισµένην προθεσµίαν τῆς χειροτονίας γεγενηµένης, ὑπὸ τὴν 
ἔννο[µον] | ἡλικίαν γεγονὼς οὐδὲ τότε, καὶ οὐδεµίαν ἀρχὴν πρότερον ἄρξας ὡς ὁ θεὸς πάππος µου ὥρισεν, 
ἀδίκως [ἐφει]|κένα[ι δ]οκεῖ. [Ladicus son of Polyaenus, he who has appealed a case against Sophanes son 
of Sophanes from the court of Julius Damostratus the archon of the Panhellenes, seems [to have been away] 
at the appointed time [when] it is permissible for actions to be brought against the Panhellenes elect. 
Although the customary period after the eletion has taken place had expired, he was summoned to trial and 
was disqualified, according to the prescription of my deified grandfather, on the grounds that he had even 
then not attained the legal age and had held no previous office. He has, in our judgment, made an appeal 
without justification. (Trans. Oliver)]
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for members of the Areopagites who did not meet the three-generation rule but became a 
Panhellene.  The persona of Ladicus would concern first his local status, or whether he 273
was a member of the Areopagus.  This local status was in turn based on his birth, or 274
whether he was born of three generations of free parents.  Secondly, we learn that 275
Roman citizenship was assessed as a criterion of one’s persona in certain jurisdictions. 
The lex Narbonensis provided that only Roman citizens were eligible to take up the 
provincial priesthood in Gallia Narbonensis.  It is possible that Roman citizenship was 276
highly preferred in northern Anatolia as well, since known High Priests of Pontus and 
Pontarchs from northern Anatolian cities use the bi- or tria nomina.   277
 Oliver 1970, Plaque II = EM 13366 frag. E ll. 76-79: ἐάν τινες ἐξ Ἀρεοπαγειτῶν ἐν τοῖς [Πανέλ]|λησιν 273
ὄντες τήµερον καταληµφθῶσιν τὴν τριγονίαν παρασχεῖν µὴ δυνάµενοι, οὐ διὰ τοῦτο ἀπ[οδιω]|χθήσονται 
τοῦ συνεδρίου, πρὸς δὲ τὸ µέλλον οὐδεὶς ἄλλος ἐξ Ἀρεοπαγειτῶν τοῖς Πανέλλησιν ἐνγρ[αφή]|σεταιη ὅσοι 
πρὸς τὰς χειροτονίας ἀφικνεῖσθαι δύνανται τὴν τριγονίαν ἔχοντες. [If any Areopagites unable to meet the 
three-generation rule are found to be today among the Panhellenes, they shall not be expelled from the 
synedrion (of the Panhellenes) on this account, but for the future no Areopagite other than those who can 
enter the elections with the three-generation quality shall be enrolled among the Panhellenes. (Trans. 
Oliver)]
 Perhaps an example is Dig. 50.2.7.2 includes a section by jurist Paulus, stating that someone who is not 274
a decurion cannot hold the duumvirate or other offices, because plebeians are debarred from holding the 
office of decurions.
 Oliver 1970, 20-24, surveys multiple Athenian and Roman parallels regarding the various aspects for 275
good birth as defined by free birth.
 Fishwick 2002b, 296. Lines 17-21 is a section under the title si flamen in ciuitate esse des[ierit] that 276
outlines the procedures to replace a provincial flamen of the province of Gallia Narbonensis: si flamen in 
ciuitate esse desierit neque ei subrogatus erit, tum uti quis [flamen proxime fuerit . . . 19 . . . is] | in triduo 
quo certior factus erit et poterit Narboni sacra facito [ . . . 35 . . . per reliquam] partem eius anni eo ordine 
hab(e)to quo annuorum flamin[um habentur . . . 16 . . . eique, si habuerit per dies non minus] | XXX, 
siremps lex ius causaque esto quae flamini Augus[ti ex hac lege erit. [If the flamen ceases to be a citizen, 
and a substitute has not been appointed for him, then [the man who was most recently flamen.?.] within 
three days from the time he has been informed and is able, is to perform the sacred rituals in Narbo [and] 
hold [.?. for the remaining] portion of this year in that sequence in which [.?.] of the yearly flamines [are 
held. And if he performs for not less than] 30 [days] the statute and law and position is to be [for him] 
exactly as for the flamen of Augustus [in accordance with this statue.?. (Trans. Williamson.)] For overview 
of lex Narbonensis and the possibility of, occasional exceptions shown in examples from Lusitania and 
Lower Moesia, Fishwick 2002b, 10-12, also 295-297; Williamson 1987, 181-189.
 Loriot 2006, 537-538.277
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 Returning to Aurelius Alexander, his nomen gentilicum implies that he received 
Roman citizenship. His patronymic does not inform us how many generations of free 
parents preceded him, but they might have been sufficient for his taking office. The lack 
of reference to serving in a local magistracy would not meet Athenian standards, but this 
does not seem to have affected Titus Iulius Aquila, leading to the conclusion that local 
service was not an important criterion for the Koinon. In short, Alexander was likely of 
free-born status, enfranchised with the Roman citizenship, with sufficient property to bear 
the financial burden, and fulfilled a certain age requirement, perhaps 25 to 55.  These 278
indicators likely also informed his Heraclean peers as they considered his candidacy, 
though the inscription suggests that his peers also had to take into account other 
outstanding factors that led to the final decision of producing a simple if not simplified 
honorific inscription that contained a text that did not pay due diligence to render the 
inscription in a uniform dialect. 
 To begin, the joint decree either had nothing to say about Aurelius Alexander’s 
philotimia or his personal contributions to either the koinon or the city in general. Instead, 
the focus of the Heraclean authorities and the koinon was on Aurelius Alexander’s 
voluntarity. The notion of voluntarity requires, therefore some consideration both in terms 
of the semantics of the term αὐθαίρετον itself, and the historical context of voluntary 
philotimia. 
 A. H. M. Jones envisioned that voluntary philotimia was a costly but necessary 
form of patriotic expression of one’s patria, because they were denied of other extreme 
 Likely above the age of 25. Dig. 50.4.2.11 reports the age of service for decurion beween 25 and 55. 278
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forms of expression such as to fight in wars and to die for one’s city, or to engage in 
diplomacy in a way that was comparable to the Classical or Hellenistic period.  Jones 279
held that the financial burden of taking up offices to perform liturgies was acceptable, 
because “the city aristocracies had plenty of money to burn. Many provincials enjoyed 
very large incomes, and, for lack of anything else to do with them, had to spend them.”  280
What is absent from the vision that Jones provided is the possibility that candidates who 
were described as willing to volunteer might in fact have been unwilling volunteers. One 
example is Aelius Aristides, who described how he defeated the provincial governors and 
the municipal authorities as they tried to force upon him municipal and koinon offices.  281
We take particular interest in the process of his election to become a candidate for 
Smyrnaean office and the High Priest-elect of the Koinon of Asia. The comparison with 
Aelius Aristeides is useful, as it places Aurelius Alexander in an autobiographical account 
of a second century CE elite contending in the political arena of the municipal, regional, 
and provincial levels.  
 After two years of recovery in the Pergamene Asklepeion, Aristides stopped at 
Smyrna on the way to Lebedus in 147 CE,  still weak from prolonged illness, only to 282
become ensnared by members of the Smyrnaean demos to the ekklesia, summoning him 
 Jones 1940, 248-249. The reasoning is that, since local elites “could no longer add to [their native 279
countries’] glory by war or diplomacy, they endeavoured to magnify them in the only ways still available, 
and a man with rhetorical skills could “cover himself with glory by persuading the emperor to make the 
city an assize town or a centre of the imperial cult,” while a man with wealth “could spend lavishly on the 
magistracies which he held and to give shows and feasts and distributions and buildings.”
 Jones 1940, 250.280
 Ael. Arist. Or. 50 = Hieroi Logoi 4.281
 Behr 1968, 61-63.282
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under the pretence of a public sacrifice for his health.  Aristides was led unawares into 283
the ekklesia where a throng of people showered applause and clamored for him to be 
Smyrna’s candidate for the High Priesthood of Asia, with magistrates from different 
places standing about him and praising him along with the people.   284
ἱσταµένου δὲ τοῦ ἔτους καὶ γιγνοµένης ἐκκλησίας τῆς πρώτης ἧκον ἐκ δήµου 
καλοῦντές µε, οἷα δὴ διὰ χρόνου τε ἀφιγµένον, καὶ ἅµα ἀπαγγέλλοντες ὅτι µέλλοιεν 
θύσειν ὑπὲρ ἐµοῦ δηµοσίᾳ, ὅπερ οὖν καὶ πρότερον πολλάκις πεποιηκότες ἦσαν. ὡς 
δὲ παρῆλθον εἰς τὴν ἐκκλησίαν καὶ ὁ δῆµος τὰ εἰωθότα ἐπεθορύβησεν, ἔργου 
εἴχοντο οἱ παρεσκευασµένοι κροτοῦντές τε καὶ τὴν ἱερωσύνην τὴν κοινὴν τῆς 
Ἀσίας ἀνατιθέντες µοι καὶ τὸν δῆµον ἐσπάσαντο οὐ χαλεπῶς. καὶ ἅµα αἱ ἀρχαὶ 
περιίσταντό µε ἄλλος ἄλλοθεν ἐπαινῶν καὶ βοῶν καὶ πρὸς τὸν δῆµον τῇ 
παρακλήσει φιλοτιµούµενοι.  
When the year began and the first assembly was being held, men came from the 
demos to summon me, since I had come after a long time; and at the same time they 
announced that they intended to sacrifice publicly on my behalf, which they had 
also done many times before. When I had entered the Assembly and the People 
shouted their customary approval, those, who had prepared themselves, went to 
work, applauding and offering me the common priesthood of Asia, and they won 
over the demos without any difficulty. And at the same time, the officials stood 
about me, each from a different place praising me and shouting out and vying with 
the people in their request. (Trans. Behr) 
Though Aristides successfully dissuaded the ekklesia from promoting this nomination, 
the Smyrnaean delegates of the koinon entered Aristides’ name in the synedrion of the 
koinon regardless of the actual decision in the Smyrnaean ekklesia, and Aristides was 
 Ael. Arist. Hieroi Logoi 4.99-104.283
 Aristid. Hieroi Logoi 4.100-101.284
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elected “third or fourth” in the vote.  Aristides then reversed this decision by submitting 285
an appeal to the governor Festus, and was eventually granted an exemption.  The abuse 286
of power by the municipal authorities demonstrated in the nomination process is striking. 
The Smyrnaean demos and the magistrates from the Smyrnaean territory had clearly 
reached a consensus that Aelius Aristides would be elected, and forced their nominee to 
take up the candidacy by leading him to the general assembly of Smyrna unaware that he 
was to be nominated, and surprised him with staged public approval. The scene as 
described by Aristides seems to have been so well-rehearsed as to suggest that it was 
Smyrnaean custom, if not also practised elsewhere in the Greek East. That Aristides was 
not impressed did not make any difference: his nomination in the synedrion of the koinon 
of Asia suggests that the Smyrnaean delegation had little regard for their nominee’s 
consent. Also notable in this context is Aristides’ remark that the summoners from the 
demos came οἷα δὴ διὰ χρόνου τε ἀφιγµένον – the reason being Aristides’ long absence. 
The sense implied is that it was Aristides’ turn, and Aristides’ candidacy was less a matter 
of public approval than of fairness among the leading men of Smyrna and other 
communities within its territory. We can sense similar dynamics of fairness in a rescript 
from Hadrian to the authorities of Aphrodisias. A list of nominees to the High Priesthood 
 Aristid. Hieroi Logoi 4.103 καὶ συµβαίνει µετὰ τοῦτο συνέδρους µὲν ἐξιέναι Σµυρναίων εἰς Φρυγίαν 285
ἄνω καὶ µέλλειν φέρειν τοὐµὸν ὄνοµα ἐν τῷ συνεδρίῳ τῷ κοινῷ, προαισθέσθαι δέ µε καὶ πέµψαι τὸν 
τροφέα τὸν Ζώσιµον: καὶ γίγνοµαι τρίτος ἢ τέταρτος τῇ χειροτονίᾳ. µετὰ ταῦτα ἔφεσις, κλῆσις ἡγεµόνος, 
κλῆσις τοῦ σωτῆρος εἰς Πέργαµον. And it happened after this, that the delegates of Smyrna went to Upper 
Phrygia and intended to nominate me in the Provincial Assembly, but that I got wind of it in advance and 
sent my foster father Zosimus. And I was elected in the third or fourth place. After this, there was an 
appeal, a summons of the governor, and a summons of the Savior to Pergamum. (Trans. Behr) The meaning 
of this result remains unclear, despite several speculations. Behr 1968, 64 fn. 15 proposes that “the three or 
four” could be correlated with the number of regular and irregular meetings for the koinon in a four year 
interval across a 29-year cycle, and would essentially mean that Smyrna nominated Aristides as the High 
Priest for the venue in Smyrna in the current four-year interval. Also see Magie 1950, 1295 no. 55.
 Aristid. Hieroi Logoi 4.104.286
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seeking exemption was given to the magistrates, the boule, and the demos of Aphrodisias 
for investigation, and the authorities of Aprhodisias were to determine which of the 
candidates were better-off, for it was fair for these to serve first.  That the municipal 287
authorities held considerable power over its citizens with regard to municipal as well as 
koinon office further suggests that the expression of individual voluntarity in honorific 
inscriptions was nuanced. 
 The (potential) disregard of individual reluctance to serve, such as Aelius 
Aristides described, leads us to question the semantics of the word αὐθαίρετος and its 
cognate terms. As Kleijwegt pointed out, references for voluntary service may be a 
strategy to encourage potential benefactors to contribute amidst a general decline in 
willingness to take up liturgies.  Upon surveying select inscriptions in such context, 288
Kleiwegt proposed a list of words used to describe a candidate's voluntarity, such as 
ἐκούσιος, αὐθαίρετος, ἀπροφάσιτος, as being “more likely to have pointed to the 
announcement of willingness as the result of negotiations rather than to a completely 
spontaneous candidacy."  Aurelius Alexander, described as αὐθαίρετος, may have 289
belonged to this class of “negotiated” candidates, filling offices left vacant by dignitaries 
 Reynolds 2000, 16-17 ll. 32-35: ἐπεὶ δὲ ἦσαν τινες πολεῖται ὑµέτεροι λέγον|τες εἰς ἀρχιερωσύνην 287
ἀδύνατοι ὄντες προβεβλῆσθαι, ἀνέπεµψα αὐ|τοὺς ἐφ᾽ ὑµᾶς ἐξετάσαντας προτερὸν δύνατοι ὄντες 
λειτουργεῖν δια|δύονται, ἦ ἀληθὴ λέγουσιν. εἰ µέντοι φαίνοιντό τινες αὐτῶν εὐπορώτε|ροι, προτέρους 
ἐκείνους ἀρχιερᾶσθαι δίκαιον. συνχωρῶ ὑµεῖν παρὰ τῶν | ἀρχιερέων ἀντὶ µονοµαχίῶν ἀργύριον λαµβάνειν, 
καὶ οὐ υνχωρῶ µόνον, | ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐπαινῶ τὴν γνώµην. [since there are certain citizens among you saying 
that they are unable to be nominated to the High Priesthood, I sent these to you to examine first of all 
whether they being able to serve evaded the liturgy, or they are telling the truth; if however, some of them 
were to appear to be better off, it is fair that they should hold the High Priesthood first. I concede that you 
should take money from the High Priests instead of gladiatorial shows (for the construction of the 
aqueduct); not only do I concede but I praise your proposal. (Trans. Reynolds)]
 Kleijwegt 1994, 69-70 on Hellenistic precedents, 75-76 on analysis of Aelius Aristides and Claudius 288
Rufinus.
 Kleijwegt 1994, 77.289
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who were able to use their connections and socio-political influence to claim an 
exemption.  
 In addition to assessing αὐθαίρετος semantically, we can also weigh the potential 
impact of Alexander’s service in accordance with the apparent burdens associated with 
the High Priesthood in general. A letter from Septimius Severus and Caracalla to the 
authorities of Smyrna concerning the rights of the sophist Claudius Rufinus is of 
particular relevance. The emperors noted that, despite having exempt status, "with you 
having summoned him with voluntary compulsion, he undertook the post of strategos due 
to his love for the patria" (ὑµῶν αὐτὸν ἑκουσίῳ ἀνάγκῃ προκαλουµένων ὑφέστη τὴν | 
στρατηγίαν κατὰ τὸ πρὸς τὴν πατρίδα φίλτρον), and would be fair to be left untroubled so 
to avoid his philotimia becoming “harmful” (ζηµία).  This subtle warning issued to 290
municipal authorities was aimed at prohibiting them from advancing too aggressively 
towards the elite to fill up municipal office, and a clear case of the vision that Jones had 
for philotimia does not apply. The nature of the harm – ζηµία – as a possible consequence 
to philotimia is not specified, but one assumes that financial burden is implied. Hadrian’s 
letter to the authorities at Aphrodisias, for example, mentioned that there were many 
dignitaries who attempted to secure exemption from service as High Priest of Aphrodisias 
 IGR IV 1402 οἱ θειότατοι αὐτοκράτορες Σεουῆρος καὶ Ἀντωνεῖνος Καίσαρες Σµυρναίοις· | εἰ Κλαύδιος 290
Ῥουφῖνος ὁ πολείτης ὑµῶν ὁ διὰ τὴν προαίρεσιν, | ᾗ σύνεστιν ἐπὶ παιδείᾳ, καὶ τὸν ἐν λόγοις συνεχῆ βίον 
τὴν | προκειµένην τοῖς σοφισταῖς κατὰ τὰς θείας τῶν προγόνων || ἡµῶν διατάξεις ἀτέλειαν τῶν λειτουργιῶν 
καρπούµενος | ὑµῶν αὐτὸν ἑκουσίῳ ἀνάγκῃ προκαλουµένων ὑφέστη τὴν | στρατηγίαν κατὰ τὸ πρὸς τὴν 
πατρίδα φίλτρον, τὴν γοῦν εἰς τὰ | ἄλλα µένειν ἀπραγµοσύνην ἀκείνητον αὐτῷ δικαιότατόν | ἐστιν· οὐ γὰρ 
ἄξιον τῷ ἀνδρὶ τὴν εἰς ὑµᾶς φιλοτειµίαν γενέ||σθαι ζηµίαν, καὶ µάλιστα ταύτην ὑµῶν αἰτούντων ὑπὲρ | 
αὐτοῦ τὴν χάριν. Puech 2002, 439 suggests that this letter may have been written by Antipatros of 
Hierapolis for its clever devices such as the oxymoron in question. Also Kokkinia’s 2007 review of Puech, 
online, at <http://www.sehepunkte.de/2007/03/6296.html>.
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for financial reasons.  Hadrian’s response to the authorities at Aphrodisias was less to 291
punish than to maintain fairness: the authorities were ordered to conduct an investigation 
to make sure that the High Priesthood was taken up first by persons who appeared to be 
wealthier than others.  
 Presumably, a koinon High Priest would have been burdened with much more 
than the municipal High Priest. While we do not have precise numbers that describe the 
potential magnitude of the difference in financial burdens between the two levels of High 
Priesthood, we can find the burden of a provincial priesthood discussed in a way that was 
ruinous. One example is the alleviation of financial burdens of provincial priests by 
regulating the costs of gladiatorial games in the reign of Marcus Aurelius.  This 292
document, the so-called Aes Italicae, recorded a senator’s approval of measures that 
 Reynolds 2000, ll. 32-36: ἐπεὶ δὲ ἦσαν τινες πολεῖται ὑµέτεροι λέγον|τες εἰς ἀρχιερωσύνην ἀδύνατοι 291
ὄντες προβεβλῆσθαι, ἀνέπεµψα αὐ|τοὺς ἐφ᾽ ὑµᾶς ἐξετάσαντας προτερον δύνατοι ὄντες λειτουργεῖν δια|
δύονται, ἢ ἀληθὴ λέγουσιν. εἰ µέντοι φαίνοιντό τινες αὐτῶν εὐπορώτε|ροι, προτέρους ἐκείνους 
ἀρχιερᾶσθαι δίκαιον. [Since there are certain of your citizens who say that they have been nominated for 
the High Priesthood when they are incapable of undertaking it, I have referred them to you to examine 
whether they are able to undertake the liturgy and are evading it, or are telling the truth; if, however, some 
of them were to appear to be better off, it is fair that they should hold the High Priesthood first. (Trans. 
Reynolds)]
 Oliver 1955, 331 ll. 12-15: o magni impp(eratores), qui scitis altius fundari remedia quae etiam malis 292
consulunt qui se etiam necessarios fecerint! etiam fructus | tantae vestrae providentiae emerget. legebatur 
etiam nunc aput nos oratio, sed ubi rumore delatu<m> est qu<a>estus lanistarum recisos, fis|cum omnem 
illam pecuniam quasi contaminatam reliquisse, statim sacerdotes fidelissimarum Galliarum vestrarum | 
concursare, gaudere, inter se loqui erat aliquis qui deploraverat fortunas suas creatus sacerdos, qui auxilium 
sibi in provocatione ad principes facta constituerat. quid mihi iam cum appellatione? omne onus quod 
patrimonium meum opprimebat sanc|tissimi impp(eratores) remiserunt. iam sacerdos esse et cupio et opto 
et editionem muneris, quam olim detestabamur, amplector. [o great emperors, who know that remedies 
which allow for the interests even of the wicked who have made themselves actually indispensable are set 
on deeper foundations, the harvest of your great foresight will indeed come forth. The official reading of 
the address in our assembly has barely finished, but when it was unofficially reported that the profits of the 
lanistae had been pruned back and that the fiscus had renounced all that money as conaminated, 
immediately the priests of your most loyal Gallic provinces rushed to see each other, were full of joy, and 
plied each other with questions and answers. There was one who upon being appointed priest had given up 
his fortune for lost, had named a council to help him an an appeal addressed to the emperors. But in that 
very gathering, he himself, before and after consulting his friends, exclaimed, “what do I want with an 
appeal now? Their most sacred majesties the emperors have released the whole burden which crushed my 
patrimony. Now I desire and look forward to being a priest, and as for the duty of putting on a spectacle, of 
which we once were solemnly asking to be relieved, I welcome it. (Trans. Oliver)]
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would be promulgated upon the passage of the law. We note in particular the anecdote of 
a newly appointed provincial priest in the senator’s speech. This appointee claimed that 
he considered his fortune lost after his appointment, and had formed a “help-group” to 
aid him in making an appeal to the emperors Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus. When 
considered along with the discussion on the semantics of αὐθαίρετος discussed earlier, we 
find a potentially threatening if not also coercive nuance to the Aurelius Alexander 
inscription that would have otherwise been treated as simply a monument of gratitude 
honoring Alexander’s eagerness to spend. 
 In short, the Aurelius Alexander inscription points to a particular source of tension 
felt by leading dignitaries of cities caused by assuming Koinon office. Since cities were 
the source of viable candidates for these positions, the need to present viable candidates 
who could actually withstand the financial burden of liturgy and take leadership in tasks 
and events would have a considerable impact on all communities. Local dignitaries even 
formed teams, systematically to campaign to secure exemption from emperors. Municipal 
authorities developed strategies to generate candidates, and what Aelius Aristides 
described – leading a preferred individual into the ekklesia to force him to acquiesce to 
public opinion – may have been the customary strategy, elegantly termed “voluntary 
compulsion” in the letter from Septimius Severus and Caracalla. It is possible that 
Aurelius Alexander fell victim to a comparable scheme, and was given in return for his 
service a monument that contained very short biographical description that summed up 
his new achievement, and with little attention to the sort of dialect that could have 
reflected his personal sense of belonging. 
!133
2.1.3 Summary 
 The two inscriptions presented in part one comprise of two distinct advertising 
techniques deployed by the authorities of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus for the same 
office, leading to two perspectives. The first view concerns what activities the Koinon 
and its officials may have been engaged with, while the second concerns how officials of 
the Koinon were generated.  
 The inscription honoring Titus Iulius Aquila shows the Koinon taking interest in 
the personnel hierarchy of the Amastrian neoi. Aquila designated as protos aristeus of the 
neoi, a title that seems to have been based upon Aquila’s history of philotimia, and the 
Koinon’s decision may have some correlation with the newly established Traiania, the 
pentaeteric festival attested in one of Pliny’s letters, considering the chronological 
proximity of the two events, as well as the Koinon’s emphasis that Aquila received a 
bust-crown as an honor separate from the office of High Priesthood. We posit that Aquila 
was both High Priest of Pontus, as well as one who was involved with the first Traiania 
that likely took place at Heraclea or Tium. Somewhat curious are Aquila’s familial ties: 
the Koinon does not give his affiliation, despite mentioning the record of his family’s 
benefaction. He may be related to the equestrian Gaius Iulius Aquila, commander under 
Claudius and imperial procurator under Nero, but there is no direct reference. His mame 
Lusia Aquilina was mentioned by the Koinon, which is indicative of her eminent social 
standing. Yet the Lusii are rarely found in the Anatolian epigraphic record, leading to 
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more questions about the degree of prominence we ought to assign to her, and in turn to 
Aquila as well.  
 The problem of prominence is further pursued in the second section, where the 
joint decree honoring Aurelius Alexander is discussed. The koinon, the boule and damos 
of Heraclea issued a joint decree recognising its High Priest in summary fashion, absent 
of reference to his personal and familial record of philotimia. Inattention to the 
promiscuity of koiné and Doric dialects in the inscribed text suggests that the parties 
involved in setting up the decree were not attentive to the honor as would be expected, 
and may be an indication that Aurelius Alexander was not a candidate that the Koinon 
and the municipal authorities sought to impress. Yet the literary and juridical sources 
point to the likelihood that Aurelius Alexander met most conditions expected of any 
office holder, including his social standing, age, wealth and other details associated with 
the customs and by-laws that must have been in place for such a position, except for prior 
service or benefaction, an aspect that may have been the root cause of the lack of 
attention shown by the issuing authorities. Their joint decree did note of his voluntary 
undertaking, but there are cases in which individuals who took up office were likely 
compelled despite being described as volunteers. It is possible that Aurelius Alexander 
could be understood as such a “negotiated” candidate who was not able to obtain an 
exemption from service. 
 The two inscriptions point to a significant dependence of koinon authorities on its 
constituent cities to produce quality personnel upon whom the koinon would depend to 
influence local institutions. Conversely, the inability to produce such candidates might 
!135
have lead to the decline in ability to influence local institutions. Koinon positions such as 
the High Priesthood could in theory be filled only by a selective group who could present 
a consensus in a city as well as endure the financial burden, which means that the real 
difference in social standing between Titus Iulius Aquila and Aurelius Alexander might 
not be that significant. Yet the contrast in the relationships that Titus Iulius Aquila and 
Aurelius Alexander had with their respective patriae makes the care or carelessness 
exemplified in their honorific monuments even more telling. The High Priesthood was a 
position filled by candidates from constituent cities of the Koinon, and the impact of the 
Koinon is most apparent in the light of local dignitaries’ being compelled to take up such 
office and bear the financial burden associated with it. The Koinon would have to be a 
periodic source of socio-political pressure on candidates.  
 In the next section, we switch from the individual to the familial perspective, 
focusing on a set of inscriptions from Amastris that mentions koinon officials in passing. 
These inscriptions do not expressly honor officials for their contributions to the koinon, 
or for taking action in the capacity of koinon officeholders. Yet these inscriptions provide 
information on familial, territorial and chronological aspects of the most significant 
families within the territory of Amastris. By examining these inscriptions from the 
familial perspective, we are able to gain insight into some of the families’ sources of 
social power that enabled them to advance to koinon positions and status of regional 
importance. 
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2.2 Amastrian Sources of Koinon Officials 
 The Amastrian epigraphic record contains several examples of koinon officials 
who were only mentioned in passing in funerary or dedicatory records. The full name 
“Koinon of the Cities in Pontus” is also not found in these inscriptions to be discussed 
here, leading to a clear limitation in terms of the direct connection between the 
inscriptions and the coastal Paphlagonian koinon. However, the number of koinon 
officials attested in Amastrian territory is relatively more abundant than those of other 
cities in coastal Paphlagonia, and hence they serve as useful data for a case-study on what 
a coastal Paphlagonian city’s koinon officials and their families would have been like.  
While these instances do not contribute to the direct understanding of how the Koinon of 
the Cities in Pontus operated, they help provide nuanced information concerning koinon 
officials that are not attested in the two koinon documents discussed in part one of this 
chapter. Only a small number of Amastrians would have attained koinon office, and these 
must have come from restricted types of family and background in order to be considered 
eligible.  
 The following table and diagram present approximate chronological and familial 
connections of known koinon officials from Amastris, along with family members that 
might plausibly be identified. We note that the limitations of this survey are considerable 
due to the number of evidence that actually exist. However, at the very least, we see that 
the second century CE was a period when the koinon was particularly active, and must 
have had a considerable number elites that participated, contributed and potentially 
utilised the koinon in a way that could be described as reciprocal. 
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Table 2. Office holders of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus from Amastris
!  
FIG. 17. STEMMATA OF KOINON OFFICIALS FROM AMASTRIS 
1 Titus Iulius Aquila ἀρ[χ]ιερέα τοῦ | 
[Π]όντου
102-115 
CE
Marek, Kat. 
Amastris 7
3 Tiberius Claudius 
Lepidus
τὸν ἀρχιερέα τοῦ Πόντου c. 150 CE Marek, Kat. 
Amastris 12
4 Sextus Vibius Aquila …τοῦ Ποντάρχου 184 CE Marek, Kat. 
Amastris 55
5 Marcus Aurelius 
Alexander
ἀρχιερεὺς τοῦ Πόντου, 
Ποντάρχης
209 CE Marek, Kat. 
Amastris 95
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 The chronological and geographical information preserved in these inscriptions 
allows us to shift perspective. We now turn our focus from a microscopic examination of 
individual High Priests or pontarchs to the broader scope of their social connections. We 
can also take up additional questions, such as approximate territorial regions of their 
socio-economic power, as well as relations with other sources of socio-political influence 
such as imperial establishment or local clans. In the following sections we first discuss 
the koinon officials from the families of the Iulii and the Vibii. These were likely 
descendants of equestrian and veteran families, which received plots of land and grants to 
exploit resources of the Amastrian territory based on privilege associated with the 
imperial and military establishment. We then examine koinon officials from the families 
of the Claudii and the Aurelii, whose families show local tendencies that are more closely 
related to the philosophical education and support of local clans rather than aristocratic or 
veteran immigrants. 
2.2.1 Iulii and Vibii: Beneficiaries of Imperial and Military Establishments 
 The principle figures of the Iulii as constructed in the diagram above include the 
equestrian procurator Gaius Iulius Aquila active in the reigns of Claudius and Nero, and 
two Trajanic figures, including an Amastrian lady Iulia Aquilina who was citizen of both 
Amastris and Heraclea Pontica, and a High Priest of Pontus Titus Iulius Aquila. Marek 
proposed that the three Iulii might have been connected, forming one of the most 
prominent families at Amastris in the second century CE.  Yet, apart from the identical 293
 Marek 1989, 387; Marek 1993, 98-99.293
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nomen gentilicum, Marek’s reconstructed stemma of the Iulii also proposed that Iulia 
Aquilina was the connection between Gaius and Titus Iulius Aquila,  and it has been 294
demonstrated in part one that this proposal is based on a bold conjecture made by Louis 
Robert, without good basis. However, Böckh’s emendation of line 2 of CIG III 4150b, 
discussed earlier, is a reasonable solution. Hence we assume that a separate persona 
called Iulia Aquilina did in fact exist and was honored by both Heraclea and Amastris in 
98 CE. In other words, by amending Marek’s construction of the Iulii to reflect the 
connection between Lusia Aquilina and Titus Iulius Aquila, and to place Iulia Aquilina as 
their kin, we have a stronger presence of the Iulii in Amastris during the Trajanic period 
than Marek originally perceived. 
 We can further find extended importance of the Iulii in the Trajanic period by 
studying the inscription concerning Iulia Aquilina. The inscription was introduced earlier 
as CIG III 4150b, a dedication of the Heraclean damos in Doric dialect, but was found in 
Amatris and concerned a vote by the Amastrian authorities. 
[ὁ] δᾶµος ὁ Ἡρακλεωτᾶν | [Ἰ]ου[λ]ίαν Ἀ[κ]υι[λ]εῖναν τὰν ε[ὐγ]|ενῆ καὶ 
φίλανδρον καὶ φιλό|τειµον ανφοτερᾶν τᾶν πολί|ων πολεῖτιν, πάσας ἀρετᾶς | καὶ 
 Marek 1993, 98-99. For clarity, Marek’s narrative on the relationship between the Iulii is included here 294
in full: “C. Iulius Aquila, praefectus fabrum 45 n. Chr., der Erbauer der Straß oberhalb der Stadt, ist kein 
anderer als der von Tacitus erwähnte Offizier, der im Jahre 49 ein militärisches Kommando im 
Bosporanischen Königreich zum Erfolg führte und dafür die insignia praetoria erhielt. Er gehörte 
vermutlich dem Stab des Procurators (ducenarius) Iunius Cilo an. Es ist nicht unwahrscheinlich, daß er der 
πρόγονος der Iulia Aquilina war, welcher das Theater gestiftet hatte, in dem 98 n. Chr. der vornehmen 
Amastrianerin und zugleich Bürgerin von Herakleia ein Standbild gesetzt wurde. Unter Traian zeichnete 
das pontische Koinon den Enkel dieser Frau aus, den Titus Iulius Aquila. Als Oberpriester des 
Provinziallandtages erwarb er seinerseits durch ungewöhnliche Munifizenz eine Serie von 
Ehrentiteln.” [Gaius Iulius Aquila, the praefectus fabrum of 45 CE who built the roads in the elevated 
region of Amastris, is the military commander mentioned by Tacitus. In 49 CE, he commanded a military 
force in the Bosporan Kingdom and attained the praetorian insignia because of his success. He may have 
been a member of the staff of the ducenarius equestrian procurator Iunius Cilo. He may have been the 
πρόγονος of Iulia Aquilina and the benefactor of the theater, in which a statue was erected for this leading 
Amastrian lady in 98 CE, who was also a citizen of Heraclea. Under Trajan, the Pontic Koinon 
acknowledged the grandson of this lady, who as High Priest of the provincial koinon attained several 
honorary titles through extraordinary munificence. (Translation mine)]
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ὧν προέδε[ξ]εν ἐλπίδων | ἕνεκα, ψαφισαµένας τᾶς πατρί|δος Ἀµάστριος ἐν τῷ 
προγο|νικῷ θεάτρῳ τεθῆµεν αὐτᾶς | τὸν ἀνδριάντα, δι᾽ ἐπιµελείας | Τιβερίου 
Κλαυδίου Μηνίου | τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτᾶς. ἔτους | ηξρ´. 
The people of Heraclea (dedicate this) to Iulia Aquilina, well-born, husband-
loving, and honor-loving citizen of both cities, on account of her every virtue and 
the prospects that she brought, with her patria Amastris having voted to set her 
statue in (her) ancestor’s theater; administered by her husband Tiberius Claudius 
Menius. Year 168. (Translation mine; modified from French 2004) 
  
The vote by the city of Amastris to dedicate a statue of Aquilina in the “ancestral theater,” 
followed by an additional prepositional phrase noting that it was Tiberius Claudius 
Menius, her husband, who was charged with the task,  has caused confusion as to the 295
sequence of events. Did Heraclea’s honor precede or did it follow an Amastrian vote? 
While this ambiguity cannot be satisfactorily resolved due to limited detail and the lack 
of external evidence, it is apparent that the affairs of the cities of Heraclea and Amastris 
were closely intertwined during the Trajanic period. Amastris allowed the inscription of 
an Heraclean decision to be set up in Amastris in the Doric dialect, while Heraclea 
recognised the authority of the Amastrian demos in its vote to honor a dignitary, who was 
a citizen of both cities. We are again reminded of Titus Iulius Aquila’s likely involvement 
in the Traiania, which was in turn a bequest of one Iulius Largus that was aimed at 
benefiting Heraclea and Tium, all of which points to the likelihood that the Iulii attested 
at Amastris were key members of a regional family with interests and investments that 
spanned Heraclea and Amastris. We are also reminded of Gaius Iulius Aquila’s 
ceremonial passage connecting Amastris with Heraclea and Tium. It is possible, then, that 
the Iulii’s ties to multiple cities west of Amastris, in addition to those with the Koinon, 
 CIG 4150b = Marek Kat. Amastris no. 4.295
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form the general contours of their socio-political influence in the historical territories of 
the city-state of Heraclea Pontica in the Hellenistic period. In turn we can envision that 
the territory of the Iulii was coextensive with the core territory of the Koinon of the Cities 
in Pontus during its early phases. 
 Concurrent with the Iulii in the Trajanic period was Sextus Vibius Gallus. His 
dedication to Theos Monios found at Gideruz on the northeastern coast of modern 
Amasra, dates from the year 179 (109 CE).  The honorand is likely the same person on 296
several other inscriptions found in Amastris and its neigboring region, including two 
inscriptions found in Cide, one Latin  and one Greek,  both dedicated to Zeus Sarsus 297 298
and perhaps associated with a sanctuary of the cult at Cide. There is also the monumental 
dedication with high relief depicting a rider in battle against an adversary on foot using a 
 Marek 1993, 186 Kat. Amastris no. 113, for sketch, Mendel 1902, 287-288:  ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ | Θεῷ Μωνίῳ 296
εὐχῆ | Σέξτου Οὐειβί|ου Γάλλου πρειµο||πειλαρίου Εὐέλπι|στος πραγµατευτής | ἔτους θορ´ µηνὸς Δείου | 
νεοµηνία.
 Marek 1993, 186 no. 111 Iovi Sarso. Sex. Vibi|us Gallus trecinari|us primipilaris, praef. kas|tror. leg. 297
XIII G. G. donis do|natus ab imperatorib. ho|noris virtutisq. causa | torquib. armillis phaleris coronis 
muralib. III | vallarib. II aurea I has|tis puris V vexillis II | D.S.P.F.
 Marek 1993, 186-187 no. 112 [Διὶ Σάρ]σῳ Σέξ. [Οὐείβιος Γά]λλος [τρεκινάριο]ς πρειµιπει|[λάρις 298
στρατο]πεδάρ|[χης λεγ. ιγ´ Γεµί|νης τειµαῖς | [τετειµηµένος] ὑπὸ Σεβασ|[τῶν ἀρετῆς καὶ] ἀνδρείας | [χάριν - 
- - ]ιοις καθηρι|[ - - στεφάνοις] πυργωτοῖς γ´ || [τειχωτοῖς β´ χ]ρυσῷ α´ δό|[ρασι καθαροῖ]ς ε´, οὐηξίλ|[λοις β
´ ἐ]ποίησεν | [ - - - - ἐ]κ τῶν ἰδίων.
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faux, with bilingual cursus honorum of Sextus Vibius Gallus in Latin and Greek.  This 299
inscription, dedicated by Sextus Vibius Coccianus, the client of Sextus Vibius Gallus, 
further implies that we ought to envision the name Sextus Vibius as branching out 
through both blood and social construct. Whether Sextus Vibius Coccianus also attained 
significance is not known, as no further reference to him can be found in the epigraphic 
record, yet the apparent sprawling effect of clientela in addition to blood kinship further 
suggests that the Sexti Vibii became well established in the immediate generations after 
Sextus Vibius Gallus. Kalinka and Marek, for example, connected other individuals 
bearing the name Sexti Vibii in the vicinity of Amastris. In their reconstruction, Gallus 
was ancestor of the Pontarch Sextus Vibius Aquila, whose son Sextus Vibius Philon died 
in year 254 (184 CE).  Marek also introduced Sextus Vibius Diogenes from 300
Abonuteichos as of their family. Diogenes was chief magistrate when his colleagues (οἱ 
πε[ρὶ] | Σέξτον Οὐείβιο[ν] || Διογένην α´ ἄρ[χοντα] | ἄρχοντες) dedicated a monument to 
 CIL III 13648 = 6984. [S]ex. Vibio Gallo tri|[ce]nario primipila|ri praef. kastror. leg. | XIII Gem. donis 299
dona|[t]o ab imperatoribu[s] | honoris virtutisq. | causa torq. armi[l]|lis phaleris coronis | muralibus III 
vallar[i]|bus II, aurea I, hastis | [p]uris V, vexillis II | Sex. Vibius Cocce|[i]anus patrono | benemerenti. | Σεξ. 
Οὐειβίῳ Γάλλῳ τρεκιναρίῳ πρειµιπειλαρίῳ | [σ]τρατοπ[ε]δάρχῃ λεγ. ιγ´, τειµαῖς τετειµη[µ]έ[ν]ῳ [ὑπὸ τῶν 
Σεβασ]|[τ]ῶν [ἀ]ρετῆς καὶ ἀνδρείας χάριν στρεπτοῖς, [φα]λ[άροις], | στεφάνοις πυργωτοῖς γ´, τειχωτοῖς β´, 
χρυσῷ α´, δόρ[ασι] | καθαροῖς ε´, οὐηξίλλοις β´, Σεξ. Οὐείβιος Κοκκειανὸς τῷ π[άτρωνι]. The question of 
dating the monuments of Sextus Vibius Gallus has recently been revisited by Christian Maier, who pointed 
out that in the bilingual monument from Cide, the curious registry of Gallus's unit as Legio XIII G.G. in the 
Latin version of the inscription may not be what Kalinka suggests, namely Legio XIII Gemina Getica 
(which has yet to have any comparandum), but rather Legio XIII Gemina Galleniana or Gemina 
Gallienarum, already with known examples. This would change Sextus Vibius Gallus' war with barbarians 
from the two Trajanic campaigns with Dacia to the Gothic invasion in 268 CE during the reign of 
Gallenius. See Maier 2007, 255-257. Both Strassler and Pleket in SEG 57.1293 disagree with Meyer's 
thesis, since the era dating ἔτους θορʹ in line 7 of Marek Kat. Amastris no. 113 places Sextus Vibius Gallus 
(a primopilarius) in 109 CE. Both does not consider the possibility that there may have been more than one 
Sextus Vibius Gallus.
 Marek 1993, 172 no. 55 Σεξ. Οὐείβιος Φίλων | Σεξ. Οὐειβίου Ἀκύλου | υἱος τοῦ Ποντάρχου | ἐτῶν κθ´ || 300
Αἰλία Πατερνιανῆι | γυνὴ Φίλωνος ἐτῶν ιε´ | ἔτους δνσ´, µηνὶ | Περειτίῳ.
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Antoninus Pius.  This is a plausible scenario, considering that the locations of the 301
inscriptions associated with the Sexti Vibii are found to the northeast border of the 
territory of Amastris, and adjacent to the territory of Abonuteichos. It is conceivable that 
Sextus Vibius Diogenes was a branch of the Sexti Vibii that became based in 
Abonuteichos, entering the city’s boule, while the branch of Sextus Vibius Aquila 
maintained a prominent presence in Amastris. 
 The funerary epitaph for Sextus Vibius Philon would have been an important 
document due to its value as an indication of where a member of the Vibii would be 
buried, but unfortunately the sarcophagus was removed to Istanbul with no clear 
information on where it was from, apart from the general description as from Amasra.  302
While this intriguing evidence remains ambiguous, inscriptions attesting to the Vibii are 
found at locations northeast of Amastris at modern Gideruz and Cide, suggesting that this 
family’s socio-economic foundation was distributed along the Paphlagonian coast, 
perhaps best understood as on the borders of the territory of Amastris and Abonuteichos. 
The region has recently been subject to a field survey project led by Bleda Düring, 
Claudia Glatz, and Tevfik Emre Şerifoğlu.  Published results for the 2009-2011 seasons 303
report “relatively few extant structures unambiguously Roman in date,”  with a more 304
 Kalinka 1898. Marek 1993, 99. Kat. Abonuteichos no. 4 τὸν µέγιστον καὶ | θειότατον αὐτοκράτορα | 301
Μᾶρκον Αὐρήλιον | Ἀντωνεῖον Εὐσεβῆ || Παρθικὸν µέγιστο[ν] | Βρεταννικὸν σµέγισ[τον] | Γερµανικὸν 
µέγιστ[ον] | Σεβαστὸν, οἱ πε[ρὶ] | Σέξτον Οὐείβιο[ν] || Διογένην α´ ἄρ[χοντα] | ἄρχοντες ἀνέστ[ησαν] | [ἐκ] 
τῶν τῆς πόλ[εως] | [χρηµάτων ἐν τῷ . . . ἔ]τει.
 Koch and Sichtermann 1982, 554; SEG 43.907.302
 http://cidearchaeology.com/cap/303
 Düring & Glatz 2010, 209-211.304
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significant late-Roman/Byzantine activity in coastal Cide and its hinterland,  but 305
“several clusters of large and partly ornamented dress stones . . . probably derive[d] from 
large monumental structures” around the town of Cide, as well as “a series of 
construction pits in the Cide coastal plain” that yielded “substantial quantities of Roman 
period pottery, suggesting a rather sizable Roman town underneath modern Cide.”  306
Perhaps the coastline between Amastris and Abonuteichos only came to be developed 
under the leadership of veterans who settled there. Gideruz or ancient Kytoros was 
famous for its timber,  and it may not be a coincidence that Roman veterans settled 307
there to deal with labor-intensive production. If Marek is right in asserting that Sextus 
Vibius Gallus was a veteran of the Dacian Wars who settled in Amastris, he may have 
acquired estates and rights to this resource-rich region of the Amastrian territory as part 
of his missio agraria following his discharge from military service.  308
 In closing this section, we first revisit the Iulii, who were a family that we can 
associate with a specific region in the Amastrian territory. The Iulii seemed to have strong 
ties with Heraclea Pontica, and may be related to the region west of Amastris that had 
thrived since the Hellenistic period. The early Hellenistic territory of Heraclea Pontica 
included Tium and reached as far as Amastris, with all three cities minting silver coins for 
 Glatz et al. 2011, 282-287.305
 Düring et al. 2011, 19-20.306
 12.3.10 πλείστη δὲ καὶ ἀρίστη πύξος φύεται κατὰ τὴν Ἀµαστριανήν, καὶ µάλιστα περὶ τὸ Κύτωρον. [The 307
most and the best box-wood grows in the territory of Amastris, and particularly round Cytorum. (Trans. 
Jones)]
 Wesch-Klein 2007, 439-440.308
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much of the Hellenistic period.  A road network leading from Heraclea Pontica to 309
Amastris that passed through Tium existed as early as in the reign of Vespasian, 
according to surviving milestones.  It is likely that the Iulii thrived upon this relatively 310
well-connected coastal network between various corridors of habitation and cultivation 
separated by deep river valleys and mountainous terrain. We wonder whether Iulius 
Largus was a branch of the Amastrian Iulii seeking to benefit Heraclea and Tium as part 
of the disseminating influence, or was a separate family whose progenitor received 
enfranchisement concurrent with the Amastrian Iulii. 
 In comparison with the Iulii, who had ties with the equestrian procurator and 
hence a close relationship with the emperor, the Vibii were veterans that received land 
grants, and likely other concessions and rights that permitted them to become an 
established and wealthy family in Amastris within a short span of time. The findspots of 
inscriptions associated with the Vibii indicate that their socio-political base may have 
been centered on the northeast of Amastris and stretched to Abonuteichos. The Vibii had 
a significant presence in the timber-rich regions of Amastrian territory, and the 
connection with Sextus Vibius Diogenes the chief magistrate at Abonuteichos also 
indicates possible dissemination of familial influence to beyond municipal boundaries. 
 Lenger 2012, 345-346 for catalogue of coins found at Tieion during the 2009-2011 excavations. Aksoy 309
& Yildirim 2017, 3. 
 Öztürk 2016, 83-84; 2013 French 2013, 30-31 no. 04(A) = Mendel 1901, 39 no. 88 for the Vespasianic 310
milstone dated to 78 CE found at Zonguldak west of modern Amasra, which could be paired with the 
milestone dated to 140/141 CE found also in Zonguldak, stating specifically ll. 11-13 that Antoninus Pius 
τὴν ὁδὸν ἀπεκατέστησεν Ἀπὸ Τείου η´. French also provided a helpful presentation of the interior roads 
leading from Heraclea to Claudiopolis, Tieion to Flaviopolis, Amastris to Hadrianopolis, and Ionopolis 
(formerly Abonuteichos) towards Gangra respectively, but these are of late second to third century CE 
dates, and have limited significance here.
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FIG. 18. SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION OF ELITE FAMILIES OF AMASTRIS 
 That members of both families eventually attained leadership positions in the 
Koinon of the Cities in Pontus suggests that the wealth and prominence of Gaius Iulius 
Aquila and Sextus Vibius Gallus were continuously inherited for at least half a century, 
with perhaps two to three generations of heirs or more. From the territorial distribution of 
the Iulii and the Vibii, we can also envision that the sources of economic and social 
power of the koinon became more diffuse from the Trajanic to the Antonine period. 
Amastris was itself a synoecised city in the Hellenistic period, and later considerably 
expanded under the Pompeian system to encompass even larger territories of the former 
Pontic Kingdom.  When one speaks of the “Amastrian territory” in the imperial period, 311
 Erçiyas 2003, 1419-1422.311
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we mean not only the harbor town of Sesamos, but also large stretches of the habitable 
river valleys cutting across the Olgassys mountain range previously not under the 
authority of the Hellenistic city,  as well as the stretches of the Paphlagonian coast that 312
included towns such as Kytoros, which in one inscription proudly called itself a Doric 
polis even in the imperial period.  Diversification of koinon officials also signals the 313
increased integration of the Amastrian territory by its civic institutions, the boule and the 
demos. This increasing integration is clearly seen in the inscription dedicated to Theos 
Bonitenos Patroos by the local clan leader Marcus Aurelius Alexander, who also held the 
chief magistrate of Amastris, as well as koinon positions, including the High Priesthood 
of Pontus, and Bithyniarch and Pontarch. In short, we posit that the Iulii and Vibii had 
distinct territories of interest that can be deduced from literary and epigraphic sources, 
due to their relationship with the imperial center and the military establishment of the 
Roman empire. 
 Strab. 12.3.10 ἦν δ᾿ ἡ Ἄµαστρις γυνὴ µὲν Διονυσίου, τοῦ Ἡρακλείας τυράννου, θυγάτηρ δὲ Ὀξυάθρου, 312
τοῦ Δαρείου ἀδελφοῦ τοῦ κατὰ Ἀλέξανδρον· ἐκείνη µὲν οὖν ἐκ τεττάρων κατοικιῶν συνῴκισε1 τὴν πόλιν, 
ἔκ τε Σησάµου καὶ Κυτώρου καὶ Κρώµνης (ὧν καὶ Ὅµηρος µέµνηται ἐν τῷ Παφλαγονικῷ διακόσµῳ), 
τετάρτης δὲ τῆς Τιείου·2 ἀλλ᾿ αὕτη µὲν ταχὺ ἀπέστη τῆς κοινωνίας, αἱ δὲ ἄλλαι συνέµειναν, ὧν ἡ Σήσαµος 
ἀκρόπολις τῆς Ἀµάστρεως λέγεται. τὸ δὲ Κύτωρον ἐµπόριον ἦν ποτὲ Σινωπέων, ὠνόµασται δ᾿ ἀπὸ 
Κυτώρου, τοῦ Φρίξου παιδός, ὡς Ἔφορός φησι. [Amastris was the wife of Dionysius the tyrant of 
Heracleia and the daughter of Oxyathres, the brother of the Dareius whom Alexander fought. Now she 
formed the city out of four settlements, Sesamus and Cytorum and Cromna (which Homer mentions in his 
marshalling of the Paphlagonian ships) and, fourth, Tieium. This last, however, soon revolted from the 
united city, but the other three remained together; and, of these three, Sesamus is called the acropolis of 
Amastris. Cytorum was once the emporium of the Sinopeans; it was named after Cytorus, the son of 
Phryxus, as Ephorus says. (Trans. Jones)]
 Marek 1993, 17-18. Kat. Amastris no. 44.313
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2.2.2 Claudii and Aurelii: Philosophers and Clan Chiefs 
 The second group comprises of the High Priest of Pontus Tiberius Claudius 
Lepidus and the High Priest of Pontus and Pontarch Marcus Aurelius Alexander. Τhe two 
inscriptions are presented together since two office holders are advertised with traits that 
are distinctly different from those of the Iulii and Vibii, whose sources of economic and 
social power were closely tied to the imperial center and Roman military. Lepidus is 
advertised as a member of an embassy to Rome and perhaps implies that he was well 
trained in rhetoric, while Alexander’s self-advertisement emphasised his local roots deep 
in the Olgassys. 
 Our main source of information concerning Tiberius Claudius Lepidus is an 
inscription that had been reported by Mendel in 1902 through correspondence with an 
epigraphic enthusiast. The version published under CIG 4149 was later corrected by 
Kalinka based on autopsy. Kalinka’s main contribution is to provide good autopsy to 
support the CIG editor’s emendation of Τιβ[έ]ριον Κ[λαύ]διον Λέπιδον [Λ]επίδο[υ] 
ὑίον.  314
ὁ δῆµος | Τιβέριον Κλαυδίον Λέπιδον Λεπί|δου υἱον, τὸν ἀρχιερέα τοῦ Ποντοῦ, | 
ἐπιστάτην δὲ [τ]ῆς πόλεως, [π]ρ[εσ]β[ε]ύ[σα]ν|τα ἕως [Ῥ]ώµ[ης] δ[ω]ρε[ὰν 
 Kalinka 1933, 72, resolved much of the issues concerning the honorand of this inscription.314
!149
πλεονά]|κις καὶ ἐπὶ τῷ τῆς πόλεως [γ]ιγν[οµ]έ[ν]ῳ (?) [ἀγαθῷ?] | ζήσαντα. 
εὐσεβῶς πάσῇ σ[πουδῇ? σωτῇ?]|ρα . . .  
The people (honors) Tiberius Claudius Lepidus, son of Lepidus; High Priest of 
Pontus, epistates of the city, frequently led embassy to Rome at his own expense, 
and strived for the good of the city. Piously, with all eagerness, (the savior?). 
(Translation mine). 
!  
FIG. 19. SKETCH AND DRAWING OF TIBERIUS CLAUDIUS LEPIDUS INSCRIPTION 
 The exact motive for the honorific monument is unclear. Tiberius Claudius 
Lepidus is well-advertised. He held offices on the civic and koinon level, as well as 
having frequently led embassies to Rome, and with a notable record of philotimia. It is 
unclear whether the embassies to Rome were related to the city or the koinon, though the 
positioning of this particular contribution immediately after the reference to his role as 
!150
epistates seems to imply that Lepidus was the representative of the city and went on an 
embassy to Rome at his own expense. The ability to embark on embassies suggests that 
Lepidus was skilled in rhetoric, and we are reminded of Pliny’s rhetorical battles in the 
Senate against the Bithynian delegation during the repetundae trials of Iulius Bassus  315
and Varenus Rufus.  Notably, such skills in embarking on frequent embassies to Rome 316
is not emphasised in the advertisements of Titus Iulius Aquila and Aurelius Alexander son 
of Timotheus. It seems, then, that Tiberius Claudius Lepidus was a welcome addition to 
the koinon leadership, similar to the philosophers whom Philostratus described as having 
held High Priesthoods of the Asian and Lysian koina. It would also seem reasonable to 
assume that Lepidus was a member of the literary or intellectual circle of Amastris, and 
even more tempting to assume that Lucian, whose writings indicate that he was at 
Amastris during the reigns of Antoninus Pius and Marcus Aurelius, could have known 
him. Unfortunately, no information from the inscription could help date Tiberius Claudius 
Lepidus to a specific year or reign, and his acquaintance with Lucian remains conjectural. 
 The possibility that Lepidus and Lucian met at Amastris remains attractive to 
scholars, leading to various attempts to connect the two. Elimarus Klebs assumed that 
Tiberius Claudius Lepidus was associated arta propinquitate to an epicurean leader at 
Amastris called Lepidus in Lucian’s tale of a false prophet swindling people with a snake 
oracle cult based in Abonuteichos.  Klebs’ suggestion remains plausible and an 317
 Plin. Ep. 4.9.315
 Plin. Ep. 5.20, 6.13, 7.6.316
 Klebs, PIR 733: vel idem est vel certe cum hoc arta propinquitate conexus Lepidus ille, Amastrianus 317
homo Epicuri sectae Alexandro Abonitichitae maxime adversarius Lucian Alex. 25, 43).
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important reminder that Tiberius Claudius Lepidus had a father also named Lepidus, as 
apparent in the filiation. The cognomen is likely hereditary, producing several persons of 
the same name. Many scholars were unsatisfied with this conservative observation.  318
Stephen Mitchell, for instance, stated that “the credentials of Alexander had been 
vigorously contested in Amastris, especially by Lucian’s influential Epicurean friend 
Lepidus, who was High Priest of the imperial cult in Pontus and had championed the city 
by undertaking an embassy to the emperor.”   319
 While Mitchell enlivened the readers’ imagination of Tiberus Claudius Lepidus as 
an Epicurean leader fighting against superstition, some of the details are not mentioned in 
Lucian. Firstly, Lucian must at least have been acquainted with the most distinguished 
Amastrian dignitaries after he moved his family there, but the friendship with the 
philosopher Lepidus, as stated by Mitchell, is assumed. Also assumed is Lepidus the 
Epicurean as High Priest. Secondly, Lucian did not write anything about Lepidus the 
Epicurean “vigorously contesting” Alexander the false prophet. Lucian wrote that there 
were followers of Lepidus and many like them, who considered Alexander’s oracular 
 e.g. Harmon 1961, 210 no. 1; Anderson 1994, 147. Recently, Philip Harland again employed this 318
identification as matter-of-fact, to support his analysis of an inscription from the Rhodiapolitans to 
Herakleitos the priest of Asklepios and Hygeia (TAM II 910), that it is not uncommon for an Epicurean to 
take up priestly office and perform cultic functions, despite their criticism of practices such as divination. 
Harland 2014, §146 One example is Aurelius Belius Philippus, from Apamea in Syria, whose name and 
titles of the priest of Bel and diadoch of the Epicureans in Apamea were inscribed on a reused column east 
of the Great Colonnade, now lost ll. 5-6 ἐκ κ[ελεύ]|σεως θεοῦ µεγίστου | ἀγίου Βήλου, Αὐρ(ήλιος) Βήλιος | 
Φίλιππος ἱερεὺς | καὶ διάδοχος ἐν Ἀπαµείᾳ τῶν Ἐπικουρείων. Also Smith 1996, 125-127.
 Mitchell 2010, 96.319
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schemes a joke.  It was in fact Sacerdos of Tium, a follower of Lepidus,  and not 320 321
Lepidus himself, who engaged in a testy dialogue with Alexander, the contents of which 
Lucian was privy to when he visited Sacerdos’ house in Tium.  Any notion of a 322
vigorous contest seemed to have been preserved for Lucian himself, who claimed to have 
“prepared battle” with Alexander, with a short catalogue of the prominent philosophers in 
coastal Paphlagonia: “so I undertook to prosecute him, and had many associates, 
particularly the followers of Timocrates, the philosopher from Heraclea.”  In short, the 323
offices of the High Priesthood of Pontus and epistates of the city of Amastris does not 
count as evidence for identifying Lucian’s Lepidus with Tiberius Claudius Lepidus. The 
recommendation given by Klebbs in the PIR remains the more viable option: the two 
Lepidi may have been members of an influential family that flourished in the mid-second 
 Luc. Alex. 25. τίνι γὰρ ἂν ἄλλῳ δικαιότερον προσεπολέµει γόης ἄνθρωπος καὶ τερατείᾳ φίλος, ἀληθείᾳ 320
δὲ ἔχθιστος, ἢ Ἐπικούρῳ ἀνδρὶ τὴν φύσιν τῶν πραγµάτων καθεωρακότι καὶ µόνῳ τὴν ἐν αὐτοῖς ἀλήθειαν 
εἰδότι; οἱ µὲν γὰρ ἀµφὶ τὸν Πλάτωνα καὶ Χρύσιππον καὶ Πυθαγόραν φίλοι, καὶ εἰρήνη βαθεῖα πρὸς 
ἐκείνους ἦν· ὁ δὲ ἄτεγκτος Ἐπίκουρος—οὕτως γὰρ αὐτὸν ὠνόµαζεν—ἔχθιστος δικαίως, πάντα ταῦτα ἐν 
γέλωτι καὶ παιδιᾷ τιθέµενος. διὸ καὶ τὴν Ἄµαστριν ἐµίσει µάλιστα τῶν Ποντικῶν πόλεων, ὅτι ἠπίστατο 
τοὺς περὶ Λέπιδον καὶ ἄλλους ὁµοίους αὐτοῖς πολλοὺς ἐνόντας ἐν τῇ πόλει· οὐδὲ ἐχρησµῴδησε πώποτε 
Ἀµαστριανῷ ἀνδρί. [Upon whom else would a quack who loved humbug and bitterly hated truth more 
fittingly make war than upon Epicurus, who discerned the nature of things and alone knew the truth in 
them? The followers of Plato and Chrysippus and Pythagoras were his friends, and there was profound 
peace with them; but “the impervious Epicurus”—for that is what he called him—was rightly his bitter 
enemy, since he considered all that sort of thing a laughing-matter and a joke. So Alexander hated Amastris 
most of all the cities in Pontus because he knew that the followers of Lepidus and others like them were 
numerous in the city; and he would never deliver an oracle to an Amastrian. (Trans. Harmon)]
 Luc. Alex. 43 Τοιαῦτα µὲν ὁ Γλύκων τῷ Σακερδῶτι διελέχθη. ἐπὶ τέλει δὲ χρησµὸν ἔµµετρον ἐφθέγξατο, 321
εἰδὼς αὐτὸν Λεπίδῳ ἑταῖρον ὄντα· Μὴ πείθου Λεπίδῳ, ἐπεὶ ἦ λυγρὸς οἶτος ὀπηδεῖ. [That was Glycon’s 
conversation with Sacerdos; and in conclusion he uttered an oracle in verse, knowing that Sacerdos was a 
follower of Lepidus: “Put not in Lepidus faith, for a pitiful doom is in waiting.” (Trans. Harmon)]
 Luc. Alex. 43. Ἐθέλω δέ σοι καὶ διάλογον διηγήσασθαι τοῦ Γλύκωνος καὶ Σακερδῶτός τινος, Τιανοῦ 322
ἀνθρώπου· ὁποίου τινὸς τὴν σύνεσιν, εἴσῃ ἀπὸ τῶν ἐρωτήσεων. ἀνέγνων δὲ αὐτὸν χρυσοῖς γράµµασιν 
γεγραµµένον ἐν Τίῳ, ἐν τῇ τοῦ Σακερδῶτος οἰκίᾳ. [I want to include in my tale a dialogue between Glycon 
and one Sacerdos, a man of Tius, whose intelligence you will be able to appraise from his questions. I read 
the conversation in an inscription in letters of gold, at Tius, in the house of Sacerdos. (Trans. Harmon)]
 Luc. Alex. 57 καὶ πρὸς τὴν κατηγορίαν ὡρµήµην πολλοὺς συναγωνιστὰς ἔχων καὶ µάλιστα τοὺς ἀπὸ 323
Τιµοκράτους τοῦ Ἡρακλεώτου φιλοσόφου. [So I undertook to prosecute him, and had many associates, 
particularly the followers of Timocrates, the philosopher from Heraclea. (Trans. Harmon)]
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century CE, but not the same person. While the severance deprives a literary (or 
epigraphic) persona of his shadow, it adds an additional member of extraordinary social if 
not cultic influence to the Amastrian Claudii, and further points to the family’s 
intellectual and social prowess not only in Amastris but also among coastal Paphlagonian 
communities. 
 The Amastrian Claudii also increased their influence through marital relations, as 
two inscriptions indicate. The first is dedicated by a Lucius Vedius Euphron to one 
Claudia Lepida. Her father was Claudius Lepidus and her mother Claudia Marciana,  a 324
union that may have been due to the bestowal of the imperial nomen gentilicum of 
Claudius upon two separate families during the reign of Claudius, marked by their 
respective cognomina. The second is the inscription honoring Iulia Aquilina, mentioned 
earlier, in which we also learn that she was married to Tiberius Claudius Menius.  Due 325
to the rarity of citizenship conferred in the early Julio-Claudian period, we may even 
envision an the Claudii at Amastris to have developed into several branches beginning in 
the middle of the first century CE, rivalling the Iulii in their direct connection with 
imperial favor that led to the enfranchisement and the bestowal of the imperial nomen 
gentilicum. If this were the case, then the continuation of the Claudii down to the 
Antonine period would make this family the most ancient of Amastrian lineage. The 
Claudii and the Iulii may have overlapped or even converged their economic and social 
power through marriage. 
 Kalinka 1933, 78 no. 33.324
 Marek 1993, 159 no. 4. Ed. pr. G. Hirschfeld 1888, 888-889 no. 61; Doublet 1889, 311-313 no. 20.325
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 Marcus Aurelius Alexander, on the other hand, represents what may be called an 
“indigenous” elite with deep roots in interior Paphlagonia. This Alexander is son of 
Gaius, and hence not the same as Aurelius Alexander son of Timotheos from Heraclea 
Pontica, because of their filiation. The relevant inscription, dating to 209 CE and set up 
by Marcus Aurelius Alexander himself, was dedicated to the god Theos Bonitenos 
Patroos and found at Meyre, some 70 kilometers southeast of modern Amasra and on the 
border between Amastris and Pompeiopolis.  326
ἀγα[θῆι Τύ]χηι. Θεῷ [π]ατρῴῳ Βονιτηνῷ | Μᾶρ[κος] Αὐρήλιος Ἀλέξανδρος 
Γαίου τοῦ | καὶ Ἀρειπίου τοῦ προστάτου καὶ γενεάρχου | ἐκ προγόνων καὶ κτίστου 
τῶν ἵερῶν τόπων || καὶ τροφέως ἀσυνκρίτου καὶ πρώτου ἄρχοντος | καταρξαµένου 
τῶν θεµελίων τοῦ ναοῦ | γενεάρχης καὶ προστάτης καὶ κτίστης καὶ τρο|φεὺς καὶ 
ἀρχιερεύς τοῦ Πόντου, ἄρξας τὴν µεγίστην ἀρχὴν τῆς λαµροτάτης Ἀµαστριανῶν 
|| πόλεως, Βειθυνιάρχης καὶ Ποντάρχης τειµη|θεὶς ὑπὸ Θεοῦ Ἀντωνείνου, πάσαις 
ταῖς τῆς | πολειτείας τειµαῖς διαπρέψας, κατασκευάσας τὸν ναὸν µετὰ παντὸς τοῦ 
κόσµου vacat | ἀφιέρωσεν vacat ἐν τῷ θοσ´ ἔτει. 
To good fortune. Marcus Aurelius Alexander, son of Gaius, (grand)son of Areipios 
the prostates, the genearch (passed down) from his ancestors, the founder of the 
sacred sites, the incomparable tropheus, the chief magistrate, having laid the 
foundations of the temple, dedicates to Theos patroos Bonitenos. (Alexander was) 
genearch, prostates, founder, tropheus, High Priest of Pontus, having held the 
chief magistrate of the glorious city of the Amastrians, having been honored as 
Bithyniarch and Pontarch by the deified Antoninus, deemed suitable for all offices 
of government, consecrated the temple, having furnished it with everything of this 
world, in the year 279. (Translation mine) 
 Marek 1993, 180 Kat Amastris no. 95.326
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FIG. 20. SKETCH OF MARCUS AURELIUS ALEXANDER INSCRIPTION 
 The inscription describes the family of Marcus Aurelius Alexander as being the 
leading figures of their tribe. The position of genearch is of particular significance, as this 
term implies a tribal system based on consanguine kinship, a social system different from 
the artificially constructed phyle attested at the urban center of Amastris.  The curation 327
of clanship may have been religiously based, since Areipios was also called the one who 
had set the foundation of the temple of Theos Patroos Bonitenos and founder of many 
sacred sites. While we know of no other sacred sites that could be connected to this clan, 
the remains of the temple of Theos Patroos Bonitenos give a sense of the possible scale of 
investment that was devoted to the maintenance of what seems to be the clan’s ancestral 
cult. The earliest report concerning what may have been the remains of the temple of 
 Marek Kat. Amastris 19 ἀγαθῆι τύχηι· | ἡ βουλὴ καὶ ὁ δῆ|µος ἐτείµησεν | Λ. Καικίλιον Γαΐου || υἱὸν 327
Κλουστου|µείνα Πρόκλον | τὸν Ποντάρχην | καὶ Λεσβάρχην | καὶ υἱὸν τῆς Λέσ||βου, πρωτεύοντα | τῶν 
ἐπαρχείων, | πάσης ἀρετῆς χά|ριν. ἀνέστησεν | Λ. Αἴλιος Λουκανὸς || τὸν ἑαυτοῦ φίλον | ὑπὲρ φυλῆς | 
Διοσκουριάδος. Kat. Amastris 22  
[— — —]φα[— — —] | [—]νὸς τὸν ἀδε[λ]|φιδοῦν καὶ γα[µ]|βρὸν ἀνέστησε || ὑπὲρ φυλῆς Ἀµ[α]|στριάδος. 
Kat. Amastris 25 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ· | ὑπὲρ τῆς τῶν | Αὐτοκρατό|ρων αἰωνίου δι||αµονῆς καὶ νεί|κης ἡ ἱερὰ καὶ φι|
λοσέβαστος | φυλὴ Δηµητρι|ὰς τὸν βωµὸν δ[ι]||ὰ Ζωίλου Γοργί|ου καὶ Χρυσοῦτος.
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Theos Patroos Bonitenos appears in Felix Robiou’s Histoire des gaulois d’Orient, in 
which it is reported that a Mr. Boré, on his way back to Bartin passed through Kastamonu 
in central Paphlagonia, where he came upon a circular monument about 18 meters in 
diameter, with walls built of enormous blocks of rough granite preserved up to 6 feet in 
height, and an enormous fractured obelisk broken in two parts at the foot of the walls.  328
Doublet revisited the site some twenty years later, also coming across many entablature 
blocks and column bases of what seems to be the same granite type, carved with riders 
galloping and with a radiant lance at the tip, along with the inscription dedicated to Theos 
Patroos Bonitenos by Marcus Aurelius Alexander.  Lâtife Summerer reports that 329
substantial remains are still visible: the temple measures about 20 by 15 meters, and 
could have been a templum in antis or prostylos. Excavation of the site is currently being 
planned.   330
 The significant resources that were devoted to the maintenance of sacred 
sanctuaries and sites correspond to Strabo’s description of this region: “Mt. Olgassys is 
extremely high and hard to travel. And temples that have been established everywhere on 
this mountain are held by the Paphlagonians.”  The geographer’s passage can be further 331
 Robiou 1866, 128.328
 Doublet 1889, 311-312.329
 Summerer 2015, 199-200.330
 Strab. 12.3.40 λοιπὴ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ ἐκτὸς Ἅλυος χώρα τῆς Ποντικῆς ἐπαρχίας ἡ περὶ τὸν Ὄλγασσυν, 331
συναφὴς τῇ Σινωπίδι. ἔστι δ᾽ ὁ Ὄλγασσυς ὄρος σφόδρα ὑψηλὸν καὶ δύσβατον: καὶ ἱερὰ τοῦ ὄρους τούτου 
πανταχοῦ καθιδρυµένα ἔχουσιν οἱ Παφλαγόνες. περίκειται δ᾽ ἱκανῶς χώρα ἀγαθὴ ἥ τε Βλαηνὴ καὶ ἡ 
Δοµανῖτις, δι᾽ ἧς Ἀµνίας ῥεῖ ποταµός. [There remains that part of the Pontic province which lies outside the 
Halys River, I mean the country round Mt. Olgassys, contiguous to Sinopis. Mt. Olgassys is extremely high 
and hard to travel. And temples that have been established everywhere on this mountain are held by the 
Paphlagonians. And round it lies fairly good territory, both Blaëne and Domanitis, through which latter 
flows the Amnias River. Trans. Jones]
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visualised through the following diagram, demonstrating how the findsite of the 
dedicatory inscription to Theos patroos Bonitenos was located in an isolated habitation 
chamber. 
!  
FIG. 21. LOCATION OF TEMPLE OF THEOS PATROOS BONITENOS 
 The devotion to investing in the sacred as described by Strabo seemed to have 
continued up to the days of Lucian, as we learn that Alexander the false prophet targeted 
“fat-heads and simpletons” such as the “Paphlagonians who lived up above 
Abonoteichus, who were for the most part superstitious and rich.”  Yet the diagram also 332
indicates that the temple of Theos Patroos Bonitenos is situated along the main 
passageway from Amastris to Pompeiopolis. In turn, we should recognise that Marcus 
Aurelius Alexander’s clan was deeply rooted in the Paphlagonian habitation chamber, and 
 Luc. Alex. 9 ἀνθρώπων . . . παχέων καὶ ἡλιθίων τῶν ὑποδεξοµένων, οἵους τοὺς Παφλαγόνας εἶναι 332
ἔφασκεν ὑπεροικοῦντας τὸ τοῦ Ἀβώνου τεῖχος.
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had a distinct sense of identity and belonging from coastal Paphlagonian communities, 
and acknowledge the potential transformation of this clan following the gradual 
development of the interior of the Olgassys range in the second and third centuries CE. 
The dedicatory inscription also informs us that, by the Antonine period, the clan of the 
Aurelii eventually had become subject to the integrative forces of the municipal liturgies 
and public service, with Areipios first taking up the chief magistracy of Amastris, 
followed by Alexander himself. Alexander’s continuous investment in the temple of 
Theos Patroos Bonitenos further suggests that the clanship continued to be an important 
source of social power for clansmen who had embarked upon a municipal as well as 
provincial career. 
 Alexander’s services as Bithyniarch and Pontarch seem to have been designated 
by Marcus Aurelius. Hirschfeld reasonably separated ὑπὸ Θεοῦ Ἀντωνείνου from πάσαις 
ταῖς τῆς | πολειτείας τειµαῖς διαπρέψας in lines 10-12, considering that διαπρέψας is 
active. The resulting interpretation is that Alexander appeared eminent or suited to all 
offices of government, as opposed to Alexander having received from Marcus Aurelius 
all honors of the Roman citizenship. The epigraphic record shows that the Bithyniarch is 
styled as the leading magistrate in the Bithynian koinon,  and if we assume the same for 333
the position of Pontarch, Alexander would have served as the de-facto leader of the 
communities of Pontus-Bithynia at the behest of the emperor. This appointment is 
extraordinary. As previously shown with the example from Aelius Aristides’ Sacred Tales, 
 δὶ[ς ἄρξαντα] τὴν µεγίστην ἀρχὴν τοῦ κοινοβουλίου in the honorific inscription for Paulus Aelius 333
Timotheus, TAM IV no. 33; [ἄρ]ξαντα τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶ[ν ἐ]ν βειθυνία Ἑλλήνων for Tib. Claudius 
Tertullianus Sanctus, Prusias ad Hypium no. 51. Fernoux 2004, 350-351.
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the High Priesthood of the Koinon of Asia was an elected office, with the election process 
beginning at the municipal ekklesia. The municipal delegation would then attend the 
koinon’s synedrion and enter the name of the nominee for a general election. The koinon 
synedrion would then make the final decision on whether the candidate would take office. 
A koinarch was likely also an elected office, as Strabo’s description of the Lycian 
political system implies. Strabo does not mention the nomination process, but we learn 
from him that the Lyciarch, as well as judges and other magistrates, were voted by a 
synedrion comprised of delegations from different communities with control over votes 
in proportion to the size of each.  It seems that Alexander was advertising himself as 334
having received the positions of pontarch and High Priest of Pontus upon imperial favor. 
The Aurelii’s ties with the emperor Marcus Aurelius may have been even deeper. 
Alexander’s nomenclature suggests the likelihood that his enfranchisement was recent, 
perhaps even in the time of Marcus Aurelius. In this case, the emperor’s favor made the 
difference in promoting his status among his peers, allowing him to become the 
 Strab. 14.3.4 Εἰσὶ δὲ τρεῖς καὶ εἴκοσι πόλεις αἱ τῆς ψήφου µετέχουσαι· συνέρχονται δὲ ἐξ ἑκάστης 334
πόλεως εἰς κοινὸν συνέδριον, ἣν ἂν δοκιµάσωσι πόλιν ἑλόµενοι· τῶν δὲ πόλεων αἱ µέγισται µὲν τριῶν 
ψήφων ἐστὶν ἑκάστη κυρία, αἱ δὲ µέσαι δυεῖν, αἱ δ᾿ ἄλλαι µιᾶς· ἀνὰ λόγον δὲ καὶ τὰς εἰσφορὰς εἰσφέρουσι 
καὶ τὰς ἄλλας λειτουργίας. ἓξ δὲ τὰς µεγίστας ἔφη ὁ Ἀρτεµίδωρος, Ξάνθον, Πάταρα, Πίναρα, Ὄλυµπον, 
Μύρα, Τλῶν, κατὰ τὴν ὑπέρθεσιν1 τὴν εἰς Κίβυραν κειµένην. ἐν δὲ τῷ συνεδρίῳ πρῶτον µὲν Λυκιάρχης 
αἱρεῖται, εἶτ᾿ ἄλλαι ἀρχαὶ αἱ τοῦ συστήµατος· δικαστήριά τε ἀποδείκνυται κοινῇ· καὶ περὶ πολέµου δὲ καὶ 
εἰρήνης καὶ συµµαχίας ἐβουλεύοντο πρότερον, νῦν δ᾿ οὐκ εἰκός, ἀλλ᾿ ἐπὶ τοῖς Ῥωµαίοις ταῦτ᾿ ἀνάγκη 
κεῖσθαι, πλὴν εἰ ἐκείνων ἐπιτρεψάντων, ἢ ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν εἴη χρήσιµον· ὁµοίως δὲ καὶ δικασταὶ καὶ ἄρχοντες 
ἀνὰ λόγον ταῖς ψήφοις ἐξ ἑκάστης προχειρίζονται πόλεως. [There are twenty-three cities that share in the 
vote. They come together from each city to a general congress, after choosing whatever city they approve 
of. The largest of the cities control three votes each, the medium-sized two, and the rest one. In the same 
proportion, also, they make contributions and discharge other liturgies. Artemidorus said that the six largest 
were Xanthus, Patara, Pinara, Olympus, Myra, and Tlos, the last-named being situated near the pass that 
leads over into Cibyra. At the congress they first choose a “Lyciarch,” and then other officials of the 
League; and general courts of justice are designated. In earlier times they would deliberate about war and 
peace and alliances, but now they naturally do not do so, since these matters necessarily lie in the power of 
the Romans, except, perhaps when the Romans should give them permission or it should be for their 
benefit. Likewise, judges and magistrates are elected from the several cities in the same proportion. Trans. 
Jones.]
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Amastrian nominee despite his family’s relatively distant position from the municipal 
center.  335
 Tiberius Claudius Lepidus and Marcus Aurelius Alexander represent a group of 
officeholders that can be set apart from those of Titus Iulius Aquila and Sextus Vibius 
Aquila, whose families were likely based upon Roman military influence. Tiberius 
Claudius Lepidus was styled a skilled ambassador who frequently led embassies to 
Rome, certainly for the purpose of representing local interests. Marcus Aurelius 
Alexander was styled the chief of a clan deep in the Olgassys, that may have had a 
lifestyle distinctly different from that of Amastris proper. In short, the inclusion of 
Lepidus and Alexander in the koinon establishment increased the diversity of skills and 
regions that could be actively represented. In particular, Alexander’s inclusion also 
implies that the koinon was able to attain what may have been previously untapped 
sources of economic and social power for the organisation and financing of koinon 
projects and activities. The families of the two koinon officials examined in this section 
demonstrate an attachment to Greek or even “local” aspects of provincial everyday life, 
and derived their social power from sources that appear to be different from those of the 
Iulii and Vibii discussed in the previous section. 
 To assume that Alexander may have not been viable or competitive due to his relatively newer if not 335
lower social standing among the Amastrian elite to attain nomination and candidacy for koinon offices is 
also to say that there was considerable competition within the Amastrian citizenry that would lead to 
implicit hindrance of advancements of certain ambitious individuals. No evidence from Pontus sheds light 
on this factor, but Price 1984, 122-1233, identifies lawsuits in Pliny E 6.31 as a possible recourse to impede 
one’s career, and Plutarch’s Praecepts contain an example of Sardis being torn into strife by two of its 
leading citizens. Jones 1971, 117.
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2.2.3 Summary 
 The second part of this chapter used epigraphic evidence to project the extent of 
familial connections of four families who had members serving as koinon officeholders. 
We have seen that the Iulii maintained the most intriguing ties among Amastrian families, 
with connection to the Claudii at Amastris who were also prominent during the High 
Priesthood of Tiberius Claudius Lepidus. Their socio-economic origins likely came from 
the historical territory of Heraclea Pontica, the stretch of the southern Black Sea coast 
from modern Eregli to Amasra. The Vibii, whose origins may have been a Trajanic 
veteran, likely settled to the northeast of Amastris, gradually attained local and regional 
importance by the late reign of Marcus Aurelius or early into the reign of Commodus. 
Their relationship with the imperial center and the military establishment of the Roman 
empire was pronounced. The Iulii were descendants of an equestrian ancestor, while the 
Vibii had ties with a veteran that likely received land grants and other concessions and 
rights. Both enjoyed a close relationship with the emperor and the Roman imperial 
establishment, which was likely the main source of social and economic power. The 
Aurelii of Bonita were different. Situated in the Olgassys, the Aurelii came from a long 
tradition of hereditary clan chiefs that perhaps only integrated with the city of Amastris 
during the reign of Marcus Aurelius. In particular, Alexander’s inclusion in the liturgical 
system of the province may indicate that traditional families had gradually begun to wane 
in terms of their wealth and influence, and previously untapped sources such as the clans 
in the interior became important. 
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2.3 Conclusion 
 Chapter two presents the known officeholders and their families by separating 
them into groups that represent different points of view. In part one, we examined the 
case of two officeholders of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. In that of Titus Iulius 
Aquila, the honorific inscription written by the koinon authorities allows us to appreciate 
the honorand in positive portrayal. The latter is comparable with some of the more 
eloquent and generous advertisements municipal and koinon authorities attribute to their 
candidates and officeholders in other provinces, as the flourishing praises go beyond 
required decorum. In the case of Aurelius Alexander son of Timotheus, we see how an 
author of a koinon decree could do much worse, honoring the officeholder with only the 
bare bones of honorific decorum, and using vocabulary that leads one to wonder about 
the officeholder’s qualifications or his intent to serve.  
 In part two, examination of office holders from the familial perspective leads to a 
range of possible interpretations regarding how a koinon officeholder managed to attain 
such a prestigious position. The scarcity of data invites caution in our observations. Yet, 
the several points that we can deduce from the epigraphic sources indicate that koinon 
officeholders seemed to come from families that were rooted in different regions of the 
Amastrian territory. The Iulii were tied with an ancestor of the equestrian order, and 
hence likely benefited from ties with the imperial establishment. The Vibii were 
descendants of a veteran of the Dacian wars, who may have received plots of land and 
grants to exploit resources as part of the privileges that were derived from his military 
service. The Claudii were well known in philosophical circles, with one likely an 
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epicurean leader mentioned by Lucian, while another served as ambassador to Rome. The 
Aurelii were part of a clan close to the mountainous border between Amastris and 
Pompeiopolis. Their local presence seemed to have been relatively unremarkable. When 
presented together, the koinon officials represent the inclusion of different regions into 
the koinon establishment. From the data examined in this section, we find that Amastrian 
human, financial, and natural resources were becoming more orientated towards common 
goals, and here lies the key influence that the koinon had on its constituent cities.  
 The Koinon of the Cities in Pontus was an important source of social and financial 
pressure that factored prominently in the socio-political calculus of Amastrian dignitaries 
in the second century CE. The koinon nomination process that elevated important 
families to regional positions was deeply rooted in local perceptions of wealth, prestige, 
status, and leadership. The koinon positions could be jealously guarded by leading 
families when they were able to use the koinon to their advantage, but could also be 
awarded to rising families when such demand from leading families diminished. In this 
regard, we may posit that there is an acceleration effect with the koinon offices. Rising 
families may more surely augment their prestige by investing heavily and regularly in the 
koinon, but they may also thereby accelerate the depletion of their fortunes. The four 
families we see at Amastris may be the exemplary ones that had greater stability based 
upon privilege, grants, clanship and intellectual acumen.  
 Part two also finds that families of long lineage rooted in the Julio-Claudian 
period began to yield positions of prominent social standing to newcomers, the 
aristocratic Iulii to the privileged Vibii and the intellectually prominent Claudii, the 
!164
Aurelii – with its clan rooted deep in the interior to the south of the Olgassys – gradually 
taking hold of all prominent positions of Amastris as well as in the double province of 
Pontus-Bithynia. This shift may also have to do with the true financial influence that 
koinon offices may have had on leading families. Taking up expensive liturgies could in 
fact have devastating effects to a leading family. We may posit that koinon and municipal 
authorities needed periodically to locate the major sources of wealth and leadership in 
order to prevent the potentially adverse effects of failed festivities, financial crises and 
the collapse of leading families. 
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3. FESTIVITIES AND IMPACT OF THE KOINON 
 The competencies of various koina in the Greek East to elect leaders and 
magistrates and to honor outgoing koinon officials and other dignitaries with decrees and 
statues are well-attested. Less is known about a koinon’s activities beyond these powers. 
Deininger argued that very little evidence beyond organising festivities of the imperial 
cult and representing its constituent members in negotiations with Roman authorities 
points to the likelihood that the koina and concilia were restricted in its capabilities.  336
This assessment of the vitality of the koina in the Greek East remains sound, though there 
is evidence indicating that emperors or governors might divest officials of administrative 
powers as they saw fit, e.g., that of collecting customs tax or arbitrating in territorial 
disputes between cities, but such examples of divestiture are relatively rare in the 
epigraphic and literary records.  The visible activities of the coastal Paphlagonian 337
koinon conform to the general pattern of koinon activities elsewhere, but there are unique 
aspects in the epigraphic and literary record that permit us to consider a sort of vitality 
that is specific to coastal Paphlagonia.  
 In this chapter, we survey epigraphic evidence from the cities of coastal 
Paphlagonia.  We also draw connections between a literary account from Lucian’s 338
Toxaris or On Friendship and koinon festivities, in order to broaden the potential pool of 
sources that could help illuminate the mechanisms that the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus 
 Deininger 1965, 156-158.336
 Edelmann-Singer 2015, 249-253. Larsen 1955, 122-125.337
 Giraud 1887, 122, citing evidence from the Actia and other events, argue that koinon festivities include 338
chariot racing, gladiatorial combats, athletic competitions, animal hunts, theatrical performances, musical 
contests, and poetry recitals, mentioned in many honorific monuments for athletic victors. Burrell 2004, 
335-342.
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might have employed in order to maintain its vitality. These mechanisms, such as the use 
of ephebic institutions and payment to encourage participation in koinon activities, point 
to the existence of local strategies to promote the festivities and to maintain the vitality of 
the koinon during the second and third centuries CE. 
3.1 Gladiatorial and Agonistic Events of the Koinon 
 Since the koinon in the eastern provinces are frequently associated with agonistic 
festivities and gladiatorial spectacles, to measure the vitality of the Koinon of the Cities 
in Pontus with the festivities and spectacles associated to it would seem like a standard 
approach to understanding how prominent this coastal Paphlagonian koinon was. 
However, this approach cannot be fully adopted in our case, because the number of 
evidence for festivities and spectacles associated with the koinon is so small and difficult 
to use to the result that we have to consider the weight of the evidence we have first. 
Then we have to widen the net to capture more evidence that may be related to the 
festivities and spectacles of the koinon and subject these to interrogation as well. In the 
first part of this chapter, we use travel narratives by Fourcade, sketches produced by 
amateur epigraphists, as well as inscription facsimiles created by learned epigraphists to 
examine the range of possible venues and activities that took place with some frequency 
and regularity during the second to third centuries CE.  
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3.1.1 Fourcade’s Pontarchs and Gladiatorial Spectacles in Sinope 
 We begin with two inscriptions from Pompeiopolis and Sinope. That from 
Pompeiopolis in particular bears significance in modern scholarship well beyond the 
informational value of its content. It survives as Fourcade’s paraphrase. Fourcade 
writes:   339
The city of Pompeiopolis has disappeared so completely that it was not possible for 
me to retrace the vestiges of a theater or a forum; however, the remains of one 
inscription prove to me the existence of a gymnasium. It concerns a certain 
Apollodorus, son of Ikesius, adorned with the dignity of Pontarch. The decree 
issued by the people and the senate of Pompeiopolis for the honoring of the 
memory of this magistrate was to be set according to the decision of the public 
authority in the most prominent place of the gymnasium. (Translation mine)  
 The stone has not been seen again, though the veracity of Fourcade’s summary of 
the contents has generally been accepted,  and even used as evidence to debate 340
questions such as when the Koinon existed, and to what geographical extent.  The gist 341
of the problem is rooted in chronology, and originates from the question of koinon 
membership. Pompeiopolis was likely given by Antony to the client king Deiotarus of 
Paphlagonia in the late 40s BCE, and it was later integrated into Galatia under Augustus 
in 6/5 BCE.  Two strands of argumentation have taken shape. The so-called Analytical 342
 Fourcade 1811, p.37-38. “La ville (sc. de Pompeiopolis) a tellement disparu, qu’il ne m’a pas été 339
possible de retrouver des vestiges de théâtre, ou de forum; cependant les restes d’une inscription m’ont 
prouvé l’existence d’un gymnase. Il s’agit d’un certain Apollodore, fils d’Ikesius, revêtu de la dignité de 
Pontarque. Le décret rendu par le peuple et par le sénate de Pompeïopolis, pour honorer la mémoire de ce 
magistrat, devoit être posé, suivant la décision de l’autorité public, dans l’endroit le plus apparent du 
gymnase.” 
 Wellesley 1953, 316-318.340
 Marek 2015, 311-315, rehearses the relevant arguments.341
 Dalaison 2010, 48-49; Marek 1993, 70, Wellesley 1953, 300-301. Cass. Dio 48.33.5 Κάστορί τέ τινι ἥ τε 342
τοῦ Ἀττάλου καὶ ἡ τοῦ Δηιοτάρου ἀρχὴ ἐν τῇ Γαλατίᾳ τελευτησάντων ἐδόθη.
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theorists argue that Pompeiopolis must have been either part of the province of Pontus-
Bithynia during the second triumviral period in order to produce a Pontarch.  The 343
Unitarians, by contrast, argue that Apollodorus could have been Pontarch even in the 
imperial period, because the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus was not restricted by 
provincial boundaries.  However, both camps assume that the Pontarch mentioned by 344
Fourcade must have been honored for his actions in Pompeiopolis, that Pompeiopolis was 
the site of festivities hosted by the leader of a Pontic koinon.  
 What Fourcade wrote was different. His paraphrase is that the honorific 
monument to the Pontarch is to be set up in a conspicuous place in the gymnasium. The 
implication is best understood in Bosch’s observations made in 1935. Bosch noticed that 
there was a Pontarch from Amastris who was also Lesbarch.  Since there is no 345
possibility for Amastris to have been a member city of the Koinon of Lesbos, Bosch 
reasons that a koinarch should not be considered a definitive indication of the koinon 
membership of the city that produced it.  There are at least two other examples of 346
koinarchs who were chosen from provinces other than that in which the koinon was 
 Thesis promoted by proponents of the so-called analytical theory, Sørensen 2016, 76-78, most recently 343
Marek 2015, 311-315 and Sørensen 2016, 84-85.
 Thesis promoted by proponents of the so-called unitarian theory, Sørensen 2016, 75-76, The Unitarian 344
theory, in its current version proposed by Loriot, also argued that the Koinon must have been a Trajanic 
creation, because available evidence do not date before this time relies upon the Pompeiopolitan Pontarch 
to date to the imperial period, it would have been part of a Pontic koinon. Loriot 2006, 527-532. 
 Marek, Kat. Amastris 19: ἀγαθῆι Τύχι | ἡ βουλὴ καὶ ὁ δῆ|µος ἐτείµησεν | Λ. Καικίλιον Γαΐου || υἱὸν 345
Κλουστου|µείνα Πρόκλον | τὸν Ποντάρχην | καὶ Λεσβάρχην | καὶ υἱὸν τῆς Λέσ||βου, πρωτεύοντα | τῶν 
ἐπαρχείων, | πάσης ἀρετῆς χά|ριν. ἀνέστησεν | Λ. Αἴλιος Λουκανὸς || τὸν ἑαυτοῦ φίλον | ὑπὲρ φυλῆς | 
Διοσκουριάδος; Marek 1993, 70-71. Bekker-Nielsen 2016, 380 observes that, since Lucius Caecilius 
Procles was son of Lesbos, his origin must have been Lesbos, and hence his Pontarchate would have been 
“secondary.”
 Bosch 1935, 74 fn. 33: “Dann müßte ebenso Amastris zum κοινὸν Λεσβίων gehört haben, weil dort ein 346
Λεσβάρχης genannt wird; das ist natürlich absurd und diese Methode ganz unzulässig.”
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based. At Meyre, in the southeastern chora of Amastris, one local clan leader (γενεάρχης) 
Marcus Aurelius Alexander was High Priest of Pontus, Bithyniarch, and Pontarch, 
discussed in the previous chapter.  From Halicarnassus, two business representatives 347
honored their client Marcus Aurelius Mindius Matidianus Pollio, who was, among other 
titles the imperial procurator, twice Bithyniarch, and Asiarch of the temples in 
Ephesus.  These examples suggest that koinarchate could be taken up by individuals 348
whose origins were not from the Koinon. Since Fourcade's paraphrastic description 
contains nothing about Apollodorus the Pontarch’s having given games in Pompeiopolis 
per se, there is no ground to say for certain that Pompeiopolis was a member to the 
Koinon. In other words, this evidence is irrelevant both to the analyst and unitarian 
arguments, since it cannot prove the Koinon membership of Pompeiopolis. 
 Much of the basis of the argument for excluding the Pompeiopolis evidence from 
relevance relies on the accuracy of Fourcade’s paraphrastic descriptions, and the lack of a 
sketch for the Pompeiopolis inscription makes this argument itself tenuous. However, 
subsequent treatment of the Sinopean inscription honoring a Pontarch, which 
immediately follows his report on Pompeiopolis, is a good indication of the general 
accuracy of Fourcade’s paraphrastic description, since we have two sketches that 
 OGIS 531 ll. 1-10: ἀγα[θῆ τύ]χηι | Θεῷ [π]ατρῴῳ Διὶ Βονιτηνῷ | Μᾶρ[κος] Αὐρήλιος Ἀλέξανδρος Γαίου 347
τοῦ καὶ Ἀρειπίου . . . ὁ γενεάρχης καὶ προστάτης καὶ κτίστης καὶ τρο|φεὺς καὶ ἀρχιερεὺς τοῦ Πόντου, 
ἄρξας τὴν µεγί|στην ἀρχὴν τῆς λαµπροτάτης Ἀµαστριανῶν || πόλεως Βειθυνιάρχης καὶ Ποντάρχης τειµη|
θεὶς κτλ. 
 OGIS 525: ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ· | [Κ]αλόκαιρος καὶ Εὐτύχ[ης, | π]ραγµατ(ευταὶ) || Μ(άρκου Αὐρ(ηλίου) Μινδί|348
[ου] Ματιδιανοῦ Πωλλί||[ω]νος, ἀρχώνου µ´ λι[µ]|ένων Ἀσίας καὶ ἐπι|[τ]ρόπου Σεβ(αστοῦ) || καὶ βιθυ|
νιάρχου δὶς καὶ ἀσιάρ|χου ναῶν τῶν ἐν Ἐφέσῳ, τὸ τελώνιον κα[ὶ] | σὺν αὐτῷ στοὰν σὺ[ν] | τῷ παντὶ κοσµῳ 
ἀ(π)[ὸ] | τῶν θεµελίων κατε|σκεύασαν καὶ τὴν || Ἀφροδίτην ἐχρύσωσαν.
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independently support his claims. We begin with Fourcade’s statement regarding his 
finding in Sinope.  349
I found the same title of Pontarch in the ruins of the amphitheater of Sinope. It 
appears that before the new provincial division adopted by Hadrian, the federated 
cities of Pontus celebrated public games in honor of Sarapis, Isis, Proserpina and 
Mars, protective deities of the peoples of the Black Sea; all these cities, like the 
province of Asia, of Cilicia, of Galatia, had undoubtedly obtained the favor of 
electing an annual president of the games and spectacles which the inhabitants of 
Pontus celebrated together. The Pontarch of Sinope had deserved the gratitude of 
his compatriots by the gladiatorial duels and bull-fights, which he had given at his 
expense and with the greatest magnificence. 
 In this description, Fourcade took note of two actions: “the federated cities of 
Pontus celebrated public games in honor of Sarapis, Isis, Proserpina and Mars,” and “the 
Pontarch of Sinope had deserved the gratitude of his compatriots by the gladiatorial duels 
and bull-fights, which he had given at his expense and with the greatest magnificence.” 
The second action honoring the Pontarch can be corroborated by two sketches, made 
independently by amateur witnesses. The first witness is Captain J. G. Werninck, who 
transcribed the fragmentary inscription during his trip in the late 1820s. Werninck’s 
version was published as CIG III 4157. The second witness is the pharmacist Basile 
Altinoglous, who created sketches for the stone (and two others) described as found in his 
 Fourcade 1811, 38 “J’ai trouvé le même titre de Pontarque dans les ruines de l’amphithéâtre de Sinope. 349
Il paroît qu’avant la nouvelle division provinciale adoptée par Hadrien, les villes fédérées du Pont 
célébroient des jeux publics en l’honneur de Sérapis, d’Isis, de Proserpine et de Mars, divinités protectrices 
des peuples de la mer Noire; toutes ces villes, à l’exemple de la province asiatique, de al Cilicie, de la 
Galatie, avoient obtenu sans doute la faveur d’élire un président annuel des jeux et des spectacles que les 
habitans du Pont célebroient en commun. Le Pontarque de Sinope avoit mérité la reconnoissance de ses 
compatriotes par des combats de gladiateurs et de taureaux qu’il avoit donnés à ses frais et avec la plus 
grande magnificence.” Robert 1971, 131-132.
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garden adjacent to an ancient temple. The Altinoglous version was published by Yerakis 
in 1901.  
 The Werninck and the Yerakis sketches differ slightly in content. The former 
preserved two lines at the top not seen in the Yerakis sketch, while the latter recorded one 
more line at the bottom of the text. Discrepancies in several letters and spacing can be 
observed in both sketches. The earlier sketch made by Werninck is commonly accepted as 
accurate, as it preserved more letters than the Yerakis sketch. For example, David 
Robinson apparently treated the CIG-Werninck version as more trustworthy, and this 
confidence seems to have derived from autopsy, given his comment on line 7 of the 
text,  and Robinson was concerned with publishing newly discovered inscription in his 350
1905 collation, and texts that had already been edited were merely reproduced “with 
corrections, for the sake of completeness,”  leading to uncertainty on the authority of 351
his version of the text. The result of these different versions is a heavily negotiated 
text,  though the general tenor of the content is for the most part similar to the second 352
part of Fourcade’s account. 
- - - - | [ - - - - ]ΣΟ[ - - - - - ]|[․․․․]ος (γ)εν(όµ)ε[νον γυµ)|[ν]ασίαρχον ἄρχο[ντα τοῦ] 
|| [πρ]εσβ(υτ)ικ(οῦ) (π)(ο)ντάρχ[ην ἐπιτε]|λέσαντα ταυροκα(θ)[άψια] | καὶ 
κυνηγέσιον καὶ [µονοµα]|χίαν (µ)(ε)(γ)αλο(π)ρε(π)[ῶς ἔκγονον] | Κλαυδίο(υ) 
 Robinson 1905, 312 “the reading in line 7, Κλάυδιον Ποτέ[λιον, is not given in the CIG, but is clear on 350
the stone.”
 Robinson 1905, 294.351
 For full apparatus criticus, see French 2004, 74 no. 103. Apparent questions include the accusative 352
ending for Claudius Potelius in Robinson 1905, 311-312, which followed CIG III 4157 as well as the 
sketch provided by Yerakis 1901, 357, to restore ἔκγονον | Κλαυδίον Ποτε[λίον], while French followed 
Robert in restoring ἔκγονον | Κλαυδίου Ποτε[λίου], which certainly makes more sense, but defies the 
autopsy-based evidence. The published by Yerakis was produced by M. Basile Altinoglous, a pharmacist, 
who happened to have the stone (along with two others) in his garden, and subsequently removed them 
following the transcription. At Yerakis 1901, 356 line 9, Altinoglous records a ligature for (ΝΠ), which 
confirms the accusative form in the CIG, and Robinson clearly considered them genuine.
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Ποτε[λίου] || ἀδελφ(ὸ)[ν δ]ὲ [τῆ]ς κρα[τίστης] | συγκλητικῆς Κ[λαυδίας] | Παύλης 
ἱερείας [θεᾶς] | Εἴ(σ)ιδ[ος ο]ἱ συνπροσ[τάται] | καὶ ὁ συνέφορ(ος) [ἐ]π’ εὐ[νοίᾳ τῇ 
εἰς αὐ]||τού(ς) . . . | Δ[.]Φ[...] ΕΙ [..] 
…former gymnasiarch, chief-magistrate fo the senate-house, Pontarch, having put 
on a bull-fight and a show-hunt and a gladiatorial show with magnificence, 
descendant of Claudius Pote[lius], brother of the clarissima senatorial (lady), 
Claudia Paula, priestess of the goddess Isis, the joint presidents and the joint ephor 
(dedicated it) because of his goodwill towards them… (Trans. French) 
!  
FIG. 22. WERNINCK AND YERAKIS VERSIONS OF SINOPE PONTARCH INSCRIPTION 
 While some differences in the two sketches warrant a skeptical approach to 
reconstructing the original text, they justify good confidence in affirming the veracity of 
the second part of Fourcade’s account regarding the honoring of a Pontarch from Sinope. 
Yet, the sketches do not immediately contribute to verifying whether the first part of 
Fourcade’s account – the federated cities of Pontus celebrated public games in honor of 
Sarapis, Isis, Proserpina and Mars – was also from the same inscription. The apparent 
hurdle is space: we need to envision a longer text if Fourcade’s account is derived from 
the fragmentary inscription. Lengthening the reconstruction is possible, since both 
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sketches preserved bits of damaged lines at the top and bottom, but a clear indication 
remains lacking.  A somewhat ambivalent basis is in lines 9-13, where the restored text 353
identifies the Pontarch as “the brother of the most honorable lady Claudia Paula, of 
senatorial rank and priestess to Isis.” This proves very little, beyond the fact that the 
priestess to the Isis cult was an important position in Sinope that would befit a lady of 
senatorial rank. Given the internal evidence from Fourcade’s description and the two 
versions of the Pontarch inscription, we can only assume that there is the likelihood that 
the first part of Fourcade’s description regarding the koinon games, and the dedication of 
these games to the four deities, could have been derived from a missing section of the 
fragmentary Pontarch inscription. 
 Yet Fourcade’s list of deities is an interesting assemblage rarely found in extant 
Sinopean inscriptions,  and the combination of Sarapis, Isis, and Proserpina is known to 354
have been connected with an Egyptian priestly tradition that was associated with imperial 
propaganda in the Flavian period. According to this tradition, preserved by Tacitus,  355
 We note that, even if Fourcade did see a longer text that included the full title of the koinon, the 353
synprostatai and the synephor remain difficult to interpret, for they do not fit the titles of koinon offices 
expected of regional assemblies in Anatolia. Delegates of koinon assemblies in Anatolia were generally 
called koinoboulia and attended by koinoboules, with the leader of the assembly a koinarch. For the 
synprostates and the synephoros to fit in this mould, one would have to suppose that the coastal 
Paphlagonian koinon called their delegates synprostates instead of koinoboules, and had a leading figure 
called synephoros instead of a koinarch. Since we know that the coastal Paphlagonian koinon did elect 
Pontarchs, attested in the same inscription, it becomes relatively more difficult to factor in the synephoros 
into the framework of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon. These titles present a challenge, but Fourcade’s 
rendering also reflects a clear separation between the titles and the Koinon. The titles were the 
“compatriots” who honored the Pontarch, while the Koinon presented public games honoring four deities.
 For Classical period deities, we have Hestia Prytaneia in French 2004, 9-11 no. 7 and Poseidon 354
Helikonios in French 2004, 11-13 no. 8. For Hellenistic period deities, there is Zeus Dikaiosynos in French 
2004, 47 no. 75. For the Roman period, Sarapis was assimilated with Helios in one example, and in another 
it was assimilated with Zeus and Helios, in French 2004, no. 115 Διὶ Ἡλίῳ Σαράπιδι | κὲ Εἴσιδι µυριωνύµῳ. 
On coins, Sarapis and Isis appears together on Sinopean issues of the second century CE. Olshausen 1990, 
1869-1870.
 Stiehl 1963, 28-29; Takacs 1995, 27-30.355
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Ptolemy I dispatched an embassy to bring the image of Iuppiter Dis at Sinope – which 
was famous among the local inhabitants because of the deity Proserpina who was 
worshipped together – to a certain location in Alexandria, where an ancient shrine had 
previously been dedicated to Sarapis and Isis.  Tacitus offers an interesting assessment, 356
pointing out that the Ptolemaic tradition of the Iuppiter-Sarapis cult was juxtaposed with 
stories of Vespasian’s demonstrating miraculous healing powers to show that “many 
marvels occurred to mark the favor of heaven and a certain partiality of the gods toward 
[Vespasian].”  Vespasian’s fortune and divine favor was a theme that influenced many 357
other writers such as Suetonius and Dio Cassius, suggesting wide and effective 
circulation of the myth as propaganda.  We do not know when the cults of Sarapis and 358
Isis reached Sinope, but it was to the advantage of the Sinopeans to advertise themselves 
 Tac. Hist. 4.83 relates the account from Egyptian priests that described Ptolemy I’s vision of the god 356
ordering him to send men to a city known as Sinope in Pontus, where near the city there was a temple of 
Jupiter Dis famous among the local inhabitants, and the reason for the fame, so Tacitus seems to imply, was 
because there was a female figure called Proserpina sitting beside the god. (cognoscit urbem illic Sinopen, 
nec procul templum uetere inter accolas fama Iouis Ditis; namque et muliebrem effigiem adsistere quam 
plerique Proserpinam uocent). It also happened that Ptolemy’s embassy to Sinope learned from stopping at 
Delphi that Jupiter Dis was the father of Apollo, and Proserpina was the sister (tum legatos et dona 
Scydrothemidi regi – is tunc Sinopensibus imeritabat – expediri iubet praecipitque nauigaturis ut Pythicum 
Apollinem adeant. illis mre secundum, sors oraculi haud ambigua: irent simulacrumque patris sui 
reueherent, sororis relinquerent.). The Egyptian priestly account continues in Tac. Hist. 4.84 about a 
prolonged process that finally led to the transferral of the god to Egypt, and specifically “on that spot” 
which was “an ancient shrine dedicated to Sarapis and Isis” (fuerat illic sacellum Serapidi atque Isidi 
antiquitus sacratum). Burstein pointed out the similarities of this narrative with others, such as the one from 
the Bentresh Stela, in which a deity’s image from a foreign place departed for Egypt after a prolonged delay 
due to the reluctance of the foreign ruler. Burstein 2012, 38.
 Tac. Hist. 4.81 narrates that while Vespasian was waiting in Alexandria for favorable winds, “many 357
marvels occured to mark the favor of heaven and a certain partiality of the gods toward him” (per eos 
mensis quibus Vespasianus Alexandriae statos aestiuis flatibus dies et certa maris opperiebatur, multa 
miracula euenere, quis caelestis fauor et quaedam in Vespasianum inclinatio numinum ostenderetur). The 
marvels include sick men approaching Vespasian asking for cure at the direction of Sarapis and were cured, 
as well as Vespasian seeing the vision of a man – whose name Basilides is suggestive of Vespasian’s future 
fortune – while in the temple of Sarapis (Tac. Hist. 4.82). 
 Scott 1936, 8-9 proposed that such miracular tradition was aimed at “winning soliders to a belief in 358
Vespasian’s destiny” and hence early propaganda to address the fact that Vespasian “had neither birth nor 
wealth to recommend him, but if a belief in his high destiny could become general, his path would be made 
much smoother.” Luke 2010, 86-89 argues that the promotion of the Alexandrian wonders was more 
emphatically carried out during the reign of Domitian. Also in Suet. Ves 7 and Dio Cass. 65.8.1-2.
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as a key source of Vespasian’s fortune by worshipping Sarapis and Isis – if not also 
Proserpina – as their principal deities in the late first century CE.  In turn, it is 359
conceivable that the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus would have benefited from dedicating 
the koinon games to the honor of these deities. 
 In short, the fragmentary sketches as copied by Werninck and Altinoglous confirm 
a part of Fourcade’s report that Sinope was a venue for public games presented by the 
Koinon, as well as gladiatorial spectacles presented by the Pontarch. There is a good 
chance that additional information reported by Fourcade – that the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus dedicated public games to Sarapis, Isis, Proserpina, and Mars – is also from the 
same inscription, though this is not confirmed. The sketches therefore set Sinope and 
Pompeiopolis apart: there is no evidence that Pompeiopolis was the venue of koinon 
activities, despite having produced a Pontarch, while at Sinope we may posit that the 
koinon festivities were likely a regular affair overseen by the leading families of Sinope, 
who would take up both the koinon leadership and municipal priesthoods relevant to the 
imperial cult. The two sketches offer insight into this integrative aspect, informing us that 
the Pontarch’s sister of senatorial order was also the priestess of Isis. The cults of Isis and 
Sarapis were likely introduced during the Flavian period, when the colony was mentioned 
in propagandistic accounts that tied Vespasian’s fortune to the Sarapis cult at Alexandria. 
The two Sinopean sketches also indicate that the vitality of the Koinon was not restricted 
 Barat 2010, 134 suggested that the appearance of the Sarapis and Isis cults at Sinope may have been a 359
deliberate move by the colonial authorities to take advantage of the city’s role in the priestly tradition of 
Vespasian’s fortune.
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to the Heraclea-Tium-Amastris region, where the three urban centers likely formed a 
more interconnected union than the Sinope-Amisus region. 
3.1.2 A gladiatorial familia in Amisus  
 The free city of Amisus sat on the eastern extreme of the territories that 
contributed to the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. Despite its peripheral location and free 
status – which would allow it to claim exemption from koinon liturgy,  we have an 360
inscription containing a reference to a Pontarch and a gladiatorial troupe that points to 
Amisus as also being a venue for koinon festivities.  361
ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | τῷ σµαʹ ἔτει, πονταρχούντων | Μ. Ἰουλίου Ἰουλια|νοῦ καὶ Σησστυλ||
λίας Κυρίλλης, γυναικὸς αὐτοῦ, | φαµιλία µονοµάχων τῶν | περὶ Καλυδῶνα. 
To good fortune. In the year 241, when (those) serving as Pontarchs (were) Marcus 
Iulius Iulianus and Sestullia Cyrilla his wife, the family of gladiators belonging to 
Calydon (dedicates this). (Translation mine) 
 Unlike the Sinopean inscription, which expressly mentions the Pontarch as having 
given a variety of gladiatorial spectacles and hence clearly sets Sinope as the venue of the 
Koinon, the Amisus inscription is less informative. We do not know whether the 
 Terpstra 2013, 186-187. Reynolds 1982 no. 14 a rescript from Trajan to Smyrna, ll. 2-4 οὐδένα 360
βούλοµαι ἐκ τῶν ἐλευθέρων πόλεων ἀναγκάζεσθαι εἰς ὑµετέραν λειτουργίαν καὶ | µάλιστα ἐξ 
Ἀφροδεισιάδος ἐξῃρηµένης τῆς πόλεως καὶ τοῦ τύπου τῆς ἐπαρχείας ὥστε µήτε | ἐις τὰς κοινὰς τῆς Ἀσίας 
µήτε εἰς ἑτέρας λειτουργίας ὑπάγεσθαι. [I wish no one from the free cities to be forced into (performing) 
your liturgy, and especially no one from Aphrodisias, since that city has been removed from the formula 
provinciae so that it is not liable either to the common liturgies of Asia or to others. (Trans. Reynolds)] 
Reynolds 1982 no. 15 Hadrian to Aphrodisias, ll. 8-14 ἐντευχθεὶς δὲ διὰ πρεσβείας περὶ τῆς τοῦ σιδή|ρου 
χρήσεως καὶ τοῦ τέλους τῶν ἥλων, καὶπερ | ἀνφισβητησίµου τοῦ πράγµατος ὄντος διὰ τὸ | µὴ νῦν πρῶν 
τοὺς τελώνας ἐπικεχειρηκέναι | παρ᾽ ὑµῶν ἐγλέγειν ὁµῶς εἰδὼς τὴν πόλιν | τά τε ἄλλα τειµῆς οὔσαν ἀξίαν 
καὶ ἐξῃρηµένην | τοῦ τύπου τῆς ἐπαρχείας, κτλ.[I have been petitioned through an embassy about the use of 
iron and the tax on nails. Although the matter is controversial, since this is not the first time that the 
collectors have attempted to collect from you, nevertheless, knowing that the city is in other respects 
worthy of honor and is removed from the formula provinciae etc. (Trans. Reynolds)]. Lintott 1993, 28-32 
presents a historical account of the formulae and relationship with the leges prouinciae.
 Kalinka 1895, 230.361
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Pontarchs had a direct relationship with the gladiatorial familia, and who (or what) 
Kalydon was is also uncertain. In the interpretation of Cumont and Robert, the two 
Pontarchs were eponymous officials in a temporal genitive construct with the civic era τῷ 
σµαʹ ἔτει, or the year 241 (209 CE), and the gladiatorial familia was owned by a certain 
Calydon.  In the interpretation of Philip Harland, on the other hand, the owners of the 362
gladiatorial familia were the Pontarchs, and by this rendering Harland faces some 
difficulty in rendering περὶ Καλυδῶνα: he translates “around Kalydon,” but this creates 
an ambiguous relationship between Kalydon and the gladiatorial familia.  To approach 363
this inscription, we focus on Harland’s translation, for a critique of it helps more vividly 
to illuminate the nature and significance of this inscription.  
 Harland’s first assertion is that this monument is funerary. Funerary references 
would have µνηµῆς/µνήας χάριν or other formulae that makes the funerary aspect 
explicit, which we do not find here. Placed in context, this inscription is similar to those 
from commemorative monuments set up by gladiatorial familiae elsewhere.  The nature 364
of such commemorative monuments remains uncertain, with some speculating that they 
 Cumont 1903 271 fn. 5 “Les Pontarques avaient acheté ou plus probablement loué les services d'une 362
troupe de gladiateurs dont le lanista se parait du nom mythologique de Calydon;” Anderson, J. G. C. et al. 
1910, 7; Robert 1971, 285.
 To good fortune. In the 241st year, grave of (?) the family (phamilia = familia) of single-combatants 363
(monomachoi) who are around Kalydon belonging to the Pontarch M. Julius Julianus and Sestullia Cyrilla, 
his wife.” ID# 13194 in Ascough, Richard A., Philip A. Harland, and John S. Kloppenborg. Associations in 
the Greco-Roman World. Accessed November 10, 2017.  http://www.philipharland.com/greco-roman-
associations/.
 IG XII,2 447 (Mytilene) φαµιλία µονο|µάχων [Μ]άρ(κου) | Κλαυ(δίου) Τρυφω|νιανοῦ νέου || καὶ 364
ἀρχιερείας | Ὀρφίας Λαιλίας | Σωτίου γυν|αικὸς αὐτοῦ. Roueché, PPAphr 13 φαµιλίας µονοµά|χων καὶ 
καταδίκ|ων Τιβερίου Κλαυ|δίου Παυλείνου || ἀρχιερέως ὑοῦ Τι|[β]ερίου Κλαυδίου. Smyrna 945 φα̣µιλία | 
[µ]ον̣οµάχων | [Κ]λ(αυδίου) Τίµωνος | ἀσιάρχου || νεωτέρου. Ephesos 1686 φαµιλίας | µονοµάχω|ν 
Τι(βερίου) Κλ(αυδίου) Τατι|ανοῦ Ἰουλια||νοῦ ἀσιάρχ|ου. Ephesos 1889 φαµιλίας | µονοµάχων | Τι(βερίου) 
Κλ(αυδίου) Τατιανοῦ | Ἰουλιανοῦ ἀσιά[ρ]|χου. Ephesos 1890 φαµιλία | µονοµάχω[ν] | Τιβ(ερίου) 
Κλαυδίο[υ] | Πανκρατίδο[υ] || Ἀττικοῦ | ἀσιάρχου. Ephesos 1892 φαµιλία | µονοµά|χων Τιβ(ερίου) | 
Ἰουλίου Ῥη||γείνου ἀσι|άρχου.
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are funerary markers for gladiators killed in action, and others proposing that they mark 
the location of gladiatorial barracks or the familial ludus.  Harland’s interpretation is 365
therefore taking one of the established assumptions, but we note that the lack of key 
references to remembrance customary for inscriptions of a funerary nature makes this 
interpretation risky. 
 Secondly, the noun and participial forms of ποντάρχω create ambiguities that are 
evident in Harland’s interpretation. Harland took πονταρχούντων as a genitive plural 
noun from ποντάρχης, and hence genitive of possession, rather than a genitive plural 
participle from ποντάρχω. There are several problems with Harland’s interpretation. One, 
 Carter 1999, 157. Robert 1971 55 fn. 5 on funerary interpretation, and 57-58 presents argument for the 365
commemorative monument.
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it is true that some provincial priests owned gladiatorial troupes,  and the expression of 366
such ownership would in the genitive, but the owners would appear after – not before – 
the gladiatorial familia in formulaic expressions, such as φαµιλίας | µονοµάχω|ν 
Τι(βερίου) Κλ(αυδίου) Τατι|ανοῦ Ἰουλια||νοῦ ἀσιάρχ|ου.  Two, provincial priests also 367
leased gladiators from lanistae, and Carter argued convincingly that leasing was the more 
practical (and potentially more popular) course of action for provincial priests to take in 
 The Antonine legislation discussed in the Senatus Consultum de Pretiis Gladiatorum Minuendis (CIL II 366
6278) was responding in part to this practice, as the price of gladiatorial troupes would become higher with 
each transaction. CIL II 6278 = ILS 5163 ll. 59-61 sacerdotes quoque prouinciarum, quibus nullu[m cum 
lanisti]s nego[tiu]m e[ri]t, gladiatores a prioribu[s s]acerdotibus su[s]ceptos, uel si pla<c>et auctoratos, 
recipiunt, at post editi[o]n(em) pl[u]re ex p[re]tio in succedentes tran[sf]erunt. “there will be provinces too 
where the provincial priests have no dealings with the lanistae. They take over gladiators bought and 
trained by previous priests, or free fighters who had bound themselves with a contract, but after giving a 
spectacle they pass them on to successors at a higher price.” (Trans. Oliver) We learn from Galen that the 
province of Asia was engaged with such practice: the physician treated many gladiators under at least five 
High Priests of Asia. Com med. 3.2 (XIII 599-600 Kühn), quoted by Carter 2003, 42-43 and Robert 1971, 
285 fn. 1: κατὰ τύχην δὲ πολλῶν τεθνεώτων ἐν τοῖς ἔµπροσθεν ἔτεσιν, ἐµοῦ δὲ οὕτε τῶν ὡς εἴρηται 
τετρωµένων ἀποθανόντος τινὸς οὔτ᾽ ἐ ἄλλου τραύµατος, ὁ µετὰ τὸν ἐγχειρίσαντά µοι τότε τὴν θεραπείαν 
δεύτερος ἀρχιερε´ς, ὁµοίως καὶ αὐτὸς ἐπίστευσε τὴν ἐπιµέλειαν τῶν µονοµάχων µετὰ µῆνας ἑπτὰ µέσους. ὁ 
µὲν γὰρ πρῶτος περὶ τὴν φθινοπωρινὴν ἰσηµερίαν, ὁ δὲ δεύτερος ἀκµάζοντος τοῦ ἦρος ἠρχιερεύσατο. 
πάλιν δ᾽ ἐπὶ τούτῳ σωθέντων ἁπάντων ὁ τρίτος καὶ ὁ τέταρτος καὶ πέµπτος ὡσαύτως ἐνεχείρισάν µοι τὴν 
θεραπείαν τῶν µονοµάχων, ὥστε πολλὴν βάσανον ἔχειν τῆς ἀγωγῆς. [fortunately, while many (gladiators) 
died in the previous years, under me neither did any of the wounded die, as was said (above), nor (did any 
die) from any other wound, and the second archiereus – after the medical treatment had been entrusted to 
me (by the first) – did likewise and also entrusted the care of the gladiators to me seven and a half months 
later. For the first served as archiereus around the autumnal equinox, and the second in high spring. Again, 
with all saved, after him the third and the fourth and the fifth likewise entrusted the medical treatment of 
the gladiators to me, so that I had abundant testing of my training.] (Trans. Carter) The text does not 
explicitly comment on whether the gladiators Galen treated were owned by by each of the succeeding High 
Priests of Asia, but Michael Carter assumed as much based on a reference from Epictetus that discussed the 
moral issues with owning a gladiatorial troupe. Epictet. 2.24.23 καὶ χείρων γίνῃ κοµψοῦ ἀριχερέως, ὃς τοὺς 
καλοὺς µονοµάχους διὰ πάσης ἐπιµελείας ἔχει; “And do you sink below the level of an elegant High Priest 
who treats the noble gladiators with all respect?” (Trans. Oldfather) Carter then associated Galen’s passage 
with the section that concerned with provincial priests purchasing gladiatorial troupes from their 
predecessors in the Senatus Consultum. Carter 2003, 42-43. If Carter is correct, then the burden of the High 
Priests of Asia would – following the model described in the Senatus Consultum – increase in time, along 
with the risk of insolvency and even vacancy of the High Priesthood altogether.
 Ephesos 1686. Other comparable examples include IMT Kyz Kapu Dağ 1498 ἀγαθῆι τύχηι· | φαµιλία 367
µο|νοµάχων φι|λοτειµίας Πλω(τίου) || Αὐρ. Γράτου, ἀσι|άρχου, καὶ Ἰου|λίας Αὐρ. Ἀσκλη|πιοδώρας τῆς | 
γυναικὸς αὐτοῦ || ἀρχιερείας. BCH 17 (1893) 265,50 [φαµιλία] | µο̣ν̣οµ̣ά̣χων Γ.̣ Ἀρουν|τίου Νεικοµάχου | 
Τεβερεινιανοῦ υἱ|οῦ καὶ ἐγγόνου, ἀρ||χιερέων Ἀσίας ἀπο|γόνου, πρειµιπει|λαρίου, ὑπατικῶν | ἀνεψιοῦ καὶ 
συν|γενοῦς, ἀρχιερέ||ως πρώτου τῆς πα|τρίδος, καὶ Τυλλίας | Οὐαλερίας, ἀρχιε|ρείας, γυναικὸς αὐτοῦ.
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fulfilling their obligations.  Three, it is also possible to assign πονταρχούντων to the 368
chronographical formula following τῷ σµαʹ ἔτει, as the genitive participial clause 
denoting time when does not require an introductory preposition ἐπί. For example, in 
Lycia, a short koinon decree such as TAM II 497 could conclude with the eponymous 
official of the koinon in a genitive participial clause (λυκιαρχοῦντος τοῦ | ἀξιολογωτάτου 
Μάρ(κου) · Αὐρ(ηλίου) | Κυρείνα Λαίτου τοῦ καὶ | Παίτου).  The three points 369
mentioned here point to the likelihood that Harland’s interpretation may not properly 
reflect the relationship between the Pontarchs and the gladiatorial familia. A more likely 
interpretation is to take the Pontarchs as eponymous officials, whom the gladiatorial 
familia held in deferrence for their financial and organisational leadership in the koinon 
spectacle wherein the gladiatorial familia concluded their performance. 
 Thirdly, Harland’s interpretation of φαµιλία µονοµάχων τῶν | περὶ Καλυδῶνα as a 
family of gladiators “around Kalydon” is ambiguous, and points to a key question: was 
Kalydon a person, or place? The expression περὶ followed by a person in the accusative is 
 Discussed by the jurist Gaius, who discusses an example where leasing a gladiator would be two per 368
cent of the purchasing price. Gai. Inst. 3.146 item si gladiatores ea lege tibi tradiderim, ut in singulos, qui 
integri exierint, pro sudore denarii XX mihi darentur, in eo uero singulos, qui occisi aut debilitati fuerint, 
denarii mille, quaeritur, utrum emptio et uenditio an locutio et conductio contrahatur. et magis placuit 
eorum, qui integri exierint, locationem et conductionem contractam uideri, at eorum, qui occisi aut 
debilitati sunt, emptionem et uenditionem esse; idque ex accidentibus apparet, tamquam sub condicione 
facta cuiusque uenditione aut locatione. [again, suppose I deliver gladiators to you on the express terms that 
I will get 20 denarii for the efforts of each one who comes off unharmed, but 1,000 denarii for each one 
killed or maimed; is this sale or hire? The received opinion is that there is hire of the ones who come off 
unharmed but sale of those killed or maimed, and events determine the classification (whether sale or hire), 
as if there were a conditional sale or hire for each one. For there is no longer any doubt that goods can be 
sold or hired subject to conditions. Trans. Gordon & Robinson] This practice is not specifically discussed in 
the surviving fragments of the SC, but Carter presented a plausible connection by taking the SC’s 
stipulation of a graded schedule of a gladiator's worth based on the palus-system as a mechanism of relative 
evaluation that would work for both leasing and purchasing a gladiator. A provincial priest would negotiate 
lease rates that were a percentage of a gladiator's overall value. See Carter 2003, 102-103.
 TAM II 497 Λυκίων τὸ κοινὸν | Σ·έ<ξ>στον Κλ(αύδιον) · Κληµεντια|̣νὸν Κτησικλέα, καθὼς | ἐψηφίσατο 369
τὸ ἔθνος, || λυκιαρχοῦντος τοῦ | ἀξιολογωτάτου Μάρ(κου) · Αὐρ(ηλίου) | Κυρείνα Λαίτου τοῦ καὶ | Παίτου. 
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commonly used to denote followers of a god or an official.  In coastal Paphlagonia, for 370
example, there are variants of the formula οἱ περὶ δεῖνον α´ ἄρχοντα ἄρχοντες, or “the 
magistrates under a certain chief magistrate,”  while in Samos we find the formula οἱ 371
περὶ τὸν ἀσιάρχην δεῖνον στρατηγοὶ δεῖνοι, “certain strategoi under a certain Asiarch.”  372
To interpret Kalydon as a person would entail that he was in a privileged position in 
relation to the gladiatorial familia, and it would be natural to assume that he was the 
owner. The difficulty is that, as mentioned earlier, owners take the genitive and is 
immediately preceded by the familia that they own.  Carter proposes that the atypical 373
rendering may indicate an atypical relationship between a gladiatorial familia and its 
owner: Kalydon may have been a retired gladiator, with a ludus organised not in “the 
typical master-slave relationship of most lanisticial families, but one of teacher-student, 
or of comrades.”  Carter’s explanation is plausible but without precedent. A solution is 374
that we take Carter’s interpretation in the abstract, and assume that φαµιλία µονοµάχων 
τῶν περὶ Καλυδῶνα could be understood as “the gladiatorial familia with Kalydon as 
 For example, οἱ περὶ τὸν Διόνυσον τεχνῖται in Tralles 59, and οἱ περὶ Αὐρ(ήλιον) Νεικόστρατον τὸν καὶ 370
Εὐπάλιν Εὐπαλίου φιλοσέβαστον παραφύλακες in Ephesos 1094.
 Marek 1993, Kat. Abonuteichos 3 ll. 6-9 οἱ περὶ Γάλλον Ἀουείτου | δὶς ἀρχιερέα καὶ τὸ βʹ | πρῶτον 371
ἄρχοντα ἄρ|χοντες κτλ.  
 Marek 1993, Kat. Abonuteichos 4 ll. 8-11 οἱ πε[ρὶ] | Σέξτον Οὐείβιο[ν] || Διογένην αʹ ἄρ[χοντα] | ἄρχοντες 
κτλ.; in Amastrian chronographical formula Marek, Kat. Amastris 10 ll. 10-13 Γάϊος Ἡλιοφῶντος | 
ἐφηβαρχήσας ἐν τῷ ασʹ | ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Λ. Αἴλιον | Αἰλιανὸν ἀρχόντων κτλ. 
 Samos 439.372
 For example, Ephesos 1889 φαµιλίας | µονοµάχων | Τι(βερίου) Κλ(αυδίου) Τατιανοῦ | Ἰουλιανοῦ 373
ἀσιά[ρ]|χου. Also see fn. 29 above.
 Carter 1999, 231 proposes adopting the philosophical tradition such as a reference from Plato’s Cratylus, 374
περὶ plus accusative – such as οἱ περὶ Ἡράκλειτον – would mean companionship or following, but not not 
ownership.
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representative or leader,” with a range of possibilities regarding the precise nature of their 
relationship open to interpretation. 
 As for the interpretation that Kalydon may be a location, the basis is even weaker. 
The city of Calydon of the Aetolians was uprooted and left desolate by Augustus, its 
population moved to Nicopolis and its possessions to Patras.  On a positive note, 375
Calydon was still used as a reference point by Strabo for several features, including the 
temple of the Laphrian Apollo “near Calydon” (περὶ . . . τὴν Καλυδῶνα), as well as a lake 
“nearby Calydon” (πρὸς τῇ Καλυδῶνι) with an abundant supply of fish that was in the 
possession of the Romans in Patras.  We also know that gladiators in the Greek East did 376
travel.  Examples include a secutor from Cyzicus who died in Larissa, having fought in 377
Asia, Thrace, and Macedonia,  and an unknown gladiator from Gortyn who fought in 378
Crete and Asia.  We also know, from an anecdote in Apuleius’ Metamorphoses, that 379
municipal officials could venture far in search of famous gladiators in order to present an 
outstanding spectacle.  Taking an extreme position, the Amisenian Pontarch inscription 380
may have been one rare example of a gladiatorial troupe’s attempt to memorialise their 
 Strabo 10.16.3 Αἰτωλῶν δ᾽ εἰσὶ Καλυδών τε καὶ Πλευρών, νῦν µὲν τεταπεινωµέναι.375
 10.21 περὶ δὲ τὴν Καλυδῶνά ἐστι τὸ τοῦ Λαφρίου Ἀπόλλωνος ἱερόν . . . ἔστι δέ τις καὶ πρὸς τῇ 376
Καλυδῶνι λίµνη µεγάλη καὶ εὔοψος, ἣν ἔχουσιν οἱ ἐν Πάτραις Ῥωµαῖοι. Pausanias, however, only 
mentions Calydon’s cult images removed to Patrae. Paus. 7.18.7-10 on the cult of Artemis Laphria, 
7.21.1-2 on the cult of Dionysus Calydonios.
 Carter 1999, 83. The third example is relatively uncertain: Carter 1999, 345 no. 236 is a monument from 377
Smyrna, with relief depicting four shield-bearing gladiators holding placards with their names and origin, 
including Nicomedia, Smyrna, Pergamum, and Laodicea.
 Carter 1999, 319 no. 104 = SEG 1982 605 [ἐ]νθάαδε κεῖµα[ι] πρωτό|[π]αλος v Φοῖβος σεκοῦ|[τ]ωρ . . . 378
ἤµην δὲ γένε[ι] | [Κυζι]κηνός, ὅστις πυκτεύσα[ς] | [Ἀσί]αν, Θρᾷκην, Μακεδονίαν, | [ἀθ]λῶν δὲ ἐν Λαρείσηι 
τὸ πεπρω|[µέ]νον µοίρης ἀπέδωκα κτλ.
 Carter 1999, 324 no 130 = ICret. 4.375 is a fragmentary list of victories of the unnamed boxer, including 379
locations at Ephesus, Tralles, Laodicea, Aphrodisias, and Gortyn.
 Apul. Met. 10.18.380
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presence in a foreign land. Yet, the definite article accompanying both examples from 
Strabo is noticeably absent from the Amisenian Pontarch inscription, which makes the 
locative interpretation less plausible. Also, the dating of the Amisenian Pontarch 
inscription is also two centuries later than Strabo’s account. With Pausanias the periegete 
silent on the state of the land of Calydon in his time, the prospect that a group of third 
century CE gladiators would come from a land that had been left desolate by Augustus 
seems bleak. 
 In sum, the Amisenian Pontarch inscription ought to be considered along with a 
category of commemorative monuments with gladiatorial familiae as dedicating subjects, 
which are themselves of ambiguous significance. We can read the Amisenian Pontarch 
inscription as a commemorative monument set up by a gladiatorial troupe with a leader 
called Kalydon honored their owners or lessees during the year 241 when the Pontarchs 
were Marcus Iulius Iulianus and Sestullia Cyrilla. There is some chance that the 
Pontarchs may have owned or leased a gladiatorial troupe originating from Calydon, 
though this is predicated upon Strabo’s description dating to two centuries earlier. While 
some ambiguity exists, the baseline significance for the Amisenian Pontarch inscription is 
that it represented clear indications of vitality of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus 
outside of the Heraclea-Tium-Amastris region, though we do not have enough data to 
make sweeping generalisations regarding when Sinope and Amisus became fully 
involved in the core activities of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus.  
 In the next section, we examine an inscription from Sinope that suggests the 
involvement of Sinopean athletes in the agonistic festivities of the Koinon of the Cities in 
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Pontus may have begun in the early second century CE, which would be synchronous 
with the vitality observable in the Heraclea-Tium-Amastris region. 
3.1.3 The Sinopean Boxer and the Agones of the Koinon of Pontus 
 The Amisenian and Sinopean Pontarch inscriptions discussed in the previous 
section gives us good confidence that koinon spectacles took place in the cities outside of 
the Heraclea-Tium-Amastris region as well. The logic behind this assertion that koinon 
spectacles must have taken place in Sinope and Amisus due to the attestation of Pontarchs 
in those cities is essentially a top-down point of view. The same assertion cannot be made 
for agonistic events of the koinon in Sinope and Amisus, due to the fact that High Priests 
of Pontus have not been attested here, but only in Heraclea and Amastris. 
!  
FIG. 23. LOCATIONS AND TYPES OF KNOWN KOINON OFFICEHOLDERS 
 While we do not have evidence that offers a top-down perspective for koinon 
agonistic events in the Sinopean and Amisenian region, there is a Sinopean victory list 
that shows a Sinopean athlete having participated in an agonistic event held by the 
Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, and hence provides a bottom-up dimension of koinon 
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vitality in eastern coastal Paphlagonia. Inscribed and set up by the Sinopean boule, the 
victory list honored Marcus Iutius Marcianus Rufus, whose impressive boxing career 
extended beyond Anatolia, as he successfully competed in the four periodoi of mainland 
Greece, as well as the Capitoline and Neapolitan games in Italy.  381
Μ. Εἰούτιος Μαρκιανὸς Ῥοῦφος παράδοξος | Σινωπεὺς πύκτης, νεικήσας ἱεροὺς 
εἰσελαστικοὺς | ἀγῶνας· Ῥώµην Καπετώλεια γʹ κατὰ τὸ | ἑξῆς· Νέαν πόλιν βʹ· 
Ἄκτια βʹ πρῶτος καὶ || µόνος Σινωπέων· Νέµεια βʹ· Ἴσθµια βʹ· Πύθια· Ὀλύµπια· 
Παναθήνεα πρῶτος Σι|νωπέων· Ἀντιόχειαν γʹ πρῶτος καὶ µό|νος τῶν ἀπὸ αἰῶνος 
ἀγενείων καὶ ἀν|δρῶν ἡµέρᾳ µιᾷ· ἀνδρῶν Πύθια ἐν Ἀντιο||χείᾳ· Νεικοµήδειαν γʹ 
πρῶτος καὶ µό|νος τῶν ἀπ’ αἰῶνος παίδων ἀγενείων ἀν|δρῶν· Κοινὰ Ἀσίας 
Σµύρναν Πέργαµον Ἔφε|σον· τὴν ἐξ Ἄργους ἀσ[πί]δα βʹ· Κοινὰ Ἀσίας | Σάρδις βʹ· 
Φιλαδέλφειαν βʹ· Τράλλεις βʹ· Ἱερὰν || πόλιν βʹ· Λαδίκεαν βʹ· Θυάτειρα βʹ· 
Μιτυλήνην βʹ· | Κοινὸν Πόντου βʹ· Κοινὸν Γαλατίας βʹ· Κοινὸν | Μακεδονίας· 
Κοινὸν Βειθυνίας· Νείκεαν βʹ· Κοινὸν Καππαδοκίας· καὶ ἄλλ[ου]ς ἡµιταλαντιαίους 
ριʹ. | ρνʹ. || ἐκ δόγµατος βουλῆς.  
Marcus Iutius Marcianus Rufus, distinguished Sinope boxer, victorious at sacred 
triumphal games: at Rome, the Capitoline, thrice in succession; at Neapolis, twice; 
the Actian, twice, first and only among Sinopeans; Nemea, twice; Isthmia, twice; 
the Pythian; the Olympic; the Panathenaic, first among Sinopeans; the Antiochaean, 
thrice, first and only among underage, youth, and adult age groups; the men’s 
Pythian in Antiochia; at Nicomedia thrice, first and only among the underage, 
youth, and adult groups; the Koinon of Asia games in Smyrna, Pergamum, and 
Ephesus; at the shield games at Argos, twice; the Koinon of Asia games at Sardis, 
twice; at Philadelphia, twice; at Tralleis, twice; at Hierapolis, twice; at Laodicea, 
twice; at Thyateira, twice; at Mytilene, twice; at the Koinon of Pontus games, 
twice; the Koinon of Galatia games, twice; the Koinon of Macedonia games; the 
Koinon of Bithynia games at Nicaea, twice; the Koinon of Cappadocia games; and 
other half-talent competitions, 110 times. 150 (victories total?). By decree of the 
boule. (Trans. French) 
 The first peculiarity to note about the inscription is the number of games that 
Rufus won. According to French’s translation, the Sinopean boule counts a total of 150 
victories, with 110 unnamed victories in chrematitai; but the sacred victories total 48, 
 French 2004, 76-77 no. 105.381
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making the arithmetic difficult. The error may lie not in the arithmetic but the 
interpretation of the concluding notation νρ´: it may instead be the era with an epoch of 
45 BCE, which dates the inscription to 105 CE.  Further assessment of the accuracy of 382
this date is carried out in the fourth chapter. For now, we note that this date fits the key 
terminus post quem of 94 CE, based on the reference to Rufus’ three consecutive 
victories in the Capitoline games.  383
 The second peculiarity concerns the organisation of the list. The chrematitai or 
money games were summarily lumped together and mentioned at the very end of the list, 
effectively separating them from the sacred games preceding them, and were registered 
individually with attention to the place and type of games.  The geographical 384
relationship between the sacred games is puzzling. Rufus’ victories at Nicomedia were 
placed between the Pythian games at Antiochia and the Koinon of Asia games in Smyrna, 
while the Koinon of Bithynia games at Nicaea were placed towards the end, between the 
 See chapter 4.382
 Domitian established the pentetaeric Capitolea in 86 CE Suet. Dom. 4.4; Griffin 2000, 69.383
 We note that even sacred games could have involved cash prizes, in addition to the symbolic honors, and 384
hence this separation between the sacred and the money games demonstrate a clear difference in the 
prestige and status that the victor would care for, Klose 2005, 125-127. Regarding the award of cash prizes 
in the imperial period, an letter from Hadrian to the athletes and Dionysiac artists discuss the procedure that 
Hadrian wished to put in place, Petzl & Schwertheim 2006, 8 ll. 19-23 τὰ περὶ τὰ ἆθλα καὶ τὰς συντάξεις 
δικαίως αἰτιᾶσθαι· καὶ γὰρ αὐτὸς οἶδα τοὺς ἐν ταῖς πόλεσι διοικουµένους τὰ τοιαῦτα, εἰ µή τι καὶ αὐτοὶ 
λάβοιεν, ἀποστεροῦντας τὰ ὀφειλόµενα τοῖς ἀθληταῖς. τὰ µὲν δὴ τῶν ἄθλων οὕτω γεινέσθω· τοῖς ἀγῶσι ὡς 
ἐπὶ πᾶν ἀρχή τις ἡµε´τερα παρατυγχάνει· ὁ δ᾽ ἀγωνοθέτης ἑκάστου ἀγῶνος τῷ ἡγεµόνι τοῦ ἔθνους ἢ 
ἀνθυπάτῳ ἢ ταµίᾳ ἢ πρεσβευτῇ ἢ ὅστις ἂν ὁ παρὼν ᾒ, πρὸ µιᾶς ἡµέρας ἑκάστου ἀγωνίσµατος 
παραριθµείτω τοῦ θέµατος τὸ ἀργύριον· ὁ δὲ ἐνβλὼν εἰς φασκώλιον καὶ κατασηµηνάµενος τιθέτω παρὰ 
τὸν στέφανον, ἐάν τε µουσικὸν τὸ ἀγώνισµα ᾖ γυµνικόν, καὶ ὁ νεικήσας εὐθὺς ἐπὶ ἐπὶ τῇ νείκῃ σὺν καὶ τῷ 
στεφάνῳ πάντων ὁρώντων λαµβανέτω. [You are making a just request in regard to the prizes and 
allowances; for in truth I am well aware that, if those who manage these matters in the cities do no 
themselves get something, they will deprive the athletes of what is owed to them. Now as for the businesses 
of the prizes, let it be thus. In competitions for the most part some official of ours is present. Let the 
agonothete of each contest count over to the head of the province or the Proconsul or the Quaestor or the 
Legate or whosoever is in attendance one day before each contest the money for the cash prize; he is to put 
it in a bag, seal it and put it beside the crown, whether the contest is musical or gymnic, and let the victor 
straight after the victory take it along with the crown, when everyone is looking on. (Translation mine, 
modified after Petzl & Schwertheim 2006, 9.)]
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games of the Koinon of Bithynia and the Koinon of Macedonia. Also, the Koinon of Asia 
games in Smyrna, Pergamum and Ephesus are separated from the Koinon of Asia games 
at Sardis. Also separated are the koinon games held in Nicaea, the non-koinon 
competitions in Nicomedia, and the various cities that held the competitions of the 
Koinon of Asia. It seems that the authorities that listed the victories made a conscious 
choice that was not based on geographical location nor a particularly convenient 
travelling itinerary such as that planned by Hadrian.   385
 One possibility is that the victories might have been listed according to their 
prestige. The list begins with the Capitoline and the Panhellenic games, while the generic 
category of “other half-talent competitions” appears at the end.  We know that the 386
establishment of games in the Hellenistic period required formal announcement in order 
to secure recognition of their status, and during the imperial period similar practices 
continued at the municipal and provincial levels.  Other victory lists suggest as much, 387
such as one example from Aphrodisias, in which the Nicaean games were also placed in 
the middle tier and behind the Ankyra games of Galatia.  In the Severan period, Nicaea 388
 Hadrian in one of his letters to the athletes and Dionysiac artists set up in Alexandria Troas, dictated the 385
exact days of the beginning and end of games in relation to the more important events within a game, and 
gave consideration on the required duration of travel for an athlete to depart from a game in order to arrive 
on time for another. Slater 2008, 619.
 It is even more significant to place the Capitoline games as first, since counterexamples from Attica, 386
Delphi, and Aphrodisias suggest that civic authorities viewed the Panhellenic games as more prestigious. 
IG II² 3163 (Hadrianic), IG II² 3169/70 (253-257 CE), IvO 243 (261 CE) from Attica, IG VII 49 (post-
Hadrian) from Megara, FD III 1:550 (post-Hadrian) from Delphi, Roueché, PPAphr 91 (161-169 CE) from 
Aphrodisias, Ephesos 1699. begin with the four Panhellenic games before Neapolitan and Capitoline 
games; A few, such as IvO 237, Magnesia 220, list Capitoline, Neapolis, Actium games first.
 Price 1984, 127-128; In OGIS 456 = IGR IV 39, Mytilene publicised its new festival for Augustus, with 387
copies of the decree set up at Pergamum, Actium, Brundisium, Tarraco, Massilia, Antiochia in Syria. 
Invitations sent by Termessus Minor in Lycia to other Lycian communities, in Paris & Holleaux 1886, 219 
no. 3.
 Paris & Holleaux 1885, 68-71 no. 1, ll. 26-28.388
!188
hosted the Severeia, resulting in some lists placing Nicaea above Ephesus (Hadrianeia), 
Smyrna (Olympia) and Pergamon (Augusteia).  Emperors themselves intervened to 389
adjust the hierarchy of the games in specific cities.  In short, the victory list of the 390
Sinope boxer games of the Koinon of Pontus was organised in a way that seems to make 
the games of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus ranking lower than the games of 
Bithynian Nicomedia, but higher than the games of the Koinon of Bithynia held at 
Nicaea. 
 We note that the games of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus did not seem to have 
a specific venue, unlike their Asiatic and Bithynian counterparts, and this treatment is 
identical with those of the Galatian, Cappadocian and Macedonian koina. That some 
koinon games are identified with specific cities while others were not points to deliberate 
distinctions regarding prestige. This can be further divided into several possibilities. A 
city might have an established tradition as host of koinon games, such as Nicomedia, 
Nicaea, Ephesus, and Pergamum, as we know that these cities were particularly named by 
Augustus to carry out the worship of Roma and Caesar as well as Augustus’ person. A 
city might have particular standing, such as neokoros or metropolis, that would require it 
to be the host of provincial games, such as Ankara in Galatia and Beroia in Macedonia, in 
which case there might be occasions on which the cities were not explicitly mentioned, 
since they themselves were not particularly recognised as of special importance beyond 
its region. Alternatively, a city might develop a well-known event that eventually made a 
 The Severeia in IG II² 3169/70 ll. 10-31 es ll. 22-23; Cf. Tralles 104 ll. 21-22 ranks Nicaean games as 389
below the games of the Asian metropoleis, and only above other games of the koinon of Asia.
 Price 1984, 67 fn. 57; Millar 1966, 159. Pergamon 269 = IGR iv 336 = AJ 73. 390
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city more famous. For example, the Isactian games of the Koinon of Pontus 
(Polemonianus) in Neocaesarea,  which were recognised as sacred, worldwide and 391
iselastic (κοινὸν Πόντου ἰσάκτιον ἐν Νεοκαισαρείᾳ, ἱεροὺς οἰκουµενικοὺς 
εἰσελαστικούς), was not attested in the victory list of Rufus the Sinopean boxer, but 
rather in the victory list of a comic actor Marcus Aurelius Philoxenos,  likely of third 392
century CE date.  Possibly, the iselastic status elevated the Neocaesarean games to the 393
level of the Panhellenic periodos,  and we know that an iselastic victor enjoy 394
considerable privileges.  Neocaesarea’s successful attainment of iselastic and Actian 395
 According to Strab. 12.3.31, Neocaesarea was previously known as Cabira in the Mithridatic period, 391
Diospolis during Pompey's reorganisation of Pontus-Bithynia, and Sebaste by the dynast Pythodoris in 
honor of Augustus, the city’s name Neocaesarea appears relatively late in the literary sources, first 
mentioned in the Natural Histories of Pliny the Elder in HN 6.8. Neocaesarea became the metropolis of the 
Koinon of Pontus in Cappadocia after the kingdom of Polemon had been annexed under Nero in 64 CE. 
Remy 1986, 43.
 Bean 1965 51-53 no. 149. ἀγαθῆι τύχηι. | Μαρκον Αὐρήλιον Φιλόξενον Σιδήτην, κήρυκα | καὶ κωµῳδον 392
ἱερονείκην παράδοξον, | νεικήσαντα ἀγῶνας τοὺς [ὑπογεγρ]αµµένους· | [ἐν τῇ] λαµπροτάτῃ καὶ ἐνδόξῳ 
πατρ[ίδι τὸν] Μυστικὸν || [ἑπτα]τάκις· καὶ Ἰσοκαπιτώλιον ἐν Ἑρµου[πόλει]· Σεβά|[σ]µια ἐν Δαµασκῷ· 
Ἁδ[ριά]νεια ἐν Ἀντιοχε[ί]ᾳ τῇ π[ρὸς] Δά|φνην· καὶ τὸν Εὐκράτους· κοινὸν Πόντου ἰσάκτιον ἐν 
Νεοκαισαρείᾳ ἱεροὺς οἰκουµενικοὺς | εἰσελαστικούς· καὶ ἐν Κασταβάλοις Σεουήρεια || Περάσεια δὶς κ[αὶ 
…..δ]ὶς, ἀγῶνας ἱεροὺς εἰσε|λαστικούς | καὶ κοινοὺς ἄ[λλους καὶ ταλαν]τιαίους δεκάπεντε, | καὶ 
ἡµιταλα[ταλαντιαίους καὶ χειλιοδ]ραχµιαίους· πε´· | ὁ δὲ ἀνδριὰς [ἀνεστάθη ὑπὸ..]τος Κόνωνος ἆθλον || 
[ἀγωνοτετο]ῦντος | [Μο]υσαίου. [To good fortune. Marcus Aurelius Philoxenos from Side, herald and 
comic actor, outstanding victor in the sacred contest, having won the games recorded below: seven times in 
the Mystikos held in the most brilliant and outstanding patria; in the Iscapitoline games in Hermoupolis, the 
Sebasmia in Damascus, and the Antiochene Hadrianeia held in the Daphne area; the Eucrates games and 
the sacred, worldwide, and iselastic Isactian games of the Koinon of Pontus in Neocaesarea; twice in the 
Severeia Peraseia in Kastabala . . . twice in the sacred iselastic games, 15 times in other koinon games and 
talent-prize games, and 85 victories in half-talent and thousand drachma games. His statue was set up by 
Konon, an athlete (?), during when agonothete was Mousaios. (Translation mine)]
 Gliwitzky 2010, 105-106 fn. 127. The Neocaesarean games were also attested in a mid-third century CE 393
victory list from Delphi Ἄκτια ἐν Νεοκαισαρεία, though without reference to the koinon nor the additional 
status that we see in Philoxenos’ list. FD III 1:555 with reference to the Commodeia and Severeia, games 
honoring Commodus and likely Septimius Severus; a reference to Φιλίππια Ἄκτια may further push the 
date of the inscription to the second half of the third century CE. Gurval 1995, 79-80 and 80 fn. 57 for 
survey of scholarship.
 An agonistic competition styled the Actia would, theoretically, include competitions in gymnastics, 394
music, horse racing, gladiatorial spectacles, as well as with ritualistic celebrations and the dispensing of 
food. Paris & Holleaux BCH 9 (1885) 70 no. 6; Eckhel DN IV 424; cf. BCH 5 (1881) 311.
 At Hermoupolis a pension was given at the amount of 180 drachmae per month, and exemptions from 395
liturgies were also granted. Plin. Ep.10.118-119; Suet. Nero 25. Sherwin-White 1966, 729.
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status certainly made the city more famous, eventually eclipsing the koinon and became 
the symbol of the games itself. The absence of a specific venue associated with the 
Koinon of (the Cities) in Pontus in the Sinopean victory becomes puzzling, and there are 
several possibilities. It could be that the cities in coastal Paphlagonia might not have had 
a fixed venue, and hence the koinon agonistic games were hosted cyclically at different 
cities. It could also be that there was indeed a fixed venue, but for some reason the venue 
was not worth advertising. Perhaps we can attribute this absence of a specific venue to 
the fact that Sinope was part of the koinon that Rufus the boxer competed in and won, 
and hence the audience would have been aware of the question concerning venues due to 
local knowledge. Yet, for Galatia, Macedonia, and Cappadocia to have been treated in the 
same way, such a non-specific approach to the venues of these games imply a systematic 
rendering in accordance to accepted custom. We posit then that either the venues of 
coastal Paphlagonia were unworthy of being cited as venues, or that coastal Paphlagonian 
cities did not have a fixed venue, both of which following recognised decorum in 
agonistic circles in the Greek East. 
 In summary, the Sinopean victory list points to the likelihood that the Koinon of 
the Cities in Pontus attained considerable prestige in terms of rank, and its dating of 105 
CE is further indication that the Trajan’s reign was a particularly vibrant period of the 
Koinon. When viewed with other koinon games in the list, we can further contextualise 
this vitality as of some attraction both to performers and athletes, though allure would 
have been limited, considering its rare attestation. Such tempered expectation is 
nevertheless fitting, since the size and prosperity of the territory that contributed to it 
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were not particularly urbanised nor great when compared with the western and 
southwestern Anatolian koina. In the next section, we examine an attempt to bolster the 
prestige and visibility of coastal Paphlagonia by a private individual, who wished to 
bequeath his property for the founding of pentaeteric games in the name of Trajan. 
3.1.4 A Pontic Traiania 
 In the second chapter, we have discussed Pliny the Younger’s letter to Trajan 
regarding the bequest of Iulius Largus.  Trajan instructed Pliny to do what he thought 396
more suitable to perpetuate the memory of Iulius Largus.  Subsequent developments are 397
absent from Pliny’s other letters, so whether Pliny chose to found a pentaeteric Traiania 
remains uncertain. The chronological sequence of the inscription and Pliny’s letter at least 
allow this possibility. The bequest of Iulius Largus, which falls in the second year of 
Pliny’s governorship, or in 110  or 112 CE,  would soon have been met with Pliny’s 398 399
abrupt death, presumably in office. 
 Plin. Ep.10.75.396
 Plin. Ep.10.76 Iulius Largus fidem tuam quasi te bene nosset elegit. quid ergo potissimum ad 397
perpetuitatem memoriae eius faciat, secundum cuiusque loci condicionem ipse dispice et quod optimum 
existimaveris, id sequere. [Iulius Largus opted for your reliability as if he knew you well. So you yourself 
must consider what will best quarantee his enduring memory in acordance with the situation in each of the 
two places, and follow through the plan you think best. (Trans. Walsh)]
 Sherwin-White 1966, 80-81 on dating the third year of Pliny’s governorship based the absence of a 398
congratulation of Trajan’s assumption of the consulship in 112 CE in Ep. 10.100 as indication of Pliny’s 
years between 109-11; assuming letters in book 10 are in sequence, Ep. 10.75 would fall in the second year 
of Pliny’s governorship, hence 110 CE.
 Syme 1988, 184 argues for Pliny’s arrival in the summer of 110 CE based on the date of the death of 399
Domitius Tullus (Ep. 8.18) and the dates of several letters in book 9 as in 109 CE, during which year Pliny 
learned about his appointment (Ep. 9.28), and hence Sherwin-White’s proposal of dating Pliny’s third year 
to 112 CE would be off the mark.
!192
 If instituted, the Traiania would likely have included competitions that resemble 
other festivities under the same name found elsewhere. Interestingly, epigraphic records 
indicate that there was only one other significant Traiania, namely the Traiania 
Deiphileia in Pergamum. This Pergamene festival included the typical competitions in 
boxing, the pankration, and the pentathlon of jumping, running, discus, javelin, and 
wrestling, as found in Philadelphia in Lydia. In addition to gymnastic competitions, 
musical and rhetorical contests are also attested. 
Table 3. Competitions in the Traiania Deiphileia 
 We note again that the Iulius Largus’ bequest explicitly mentions Heraclea and 
Tium as the beneficiaries of whatever project Pliny chose to pursue. In other words, the 
pentaeteric games that Iulius Largus envisioned were from the outset a multi-city affair. 
The question is whether the bequest to two cities would automatically mean that this was 
a project that involved the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus as well. The lack of additional 
reference competition type City
Smyrna 145 Τραιάνεια κιθαρῳδός Smyrna
Smyrna 186 Τραιάνεια ἐν Περγάµῳ τὸ δʹ ἀνδρῶν 
πανκράτιον
Smyrna
Ephesos 1129 Διφίλεια Τραϊάνεια [ῥήτ]ωρ Ephesus
Ephesos 1474 Τραιάνεια Δειφίλεια ἐν 
Περγάµῳ
ἀνδρῶν πυγµ[ήν· Ephesus
Ephesos 1701 Τραιάνεια ἐν Περγάµῳ ἀγ]εν[εί]|ων στάδιον Ephesus
TAM V,3 1506 Τραιάνεια ἐν Περγάµῳ πέ]νταθλος . . . 
ἀγενείων
Philadelphia (Lydia)
EA 15 (1990) 
34,1
Πέργαµον Τραιάνεια παίδων δόλιχον Caesarea Germanica 
(Bithynia)
I.Napoli I 48 Πέργαµον Τραιάνεια ἀγενείων. . . 
παλαιστής
Neapolis (Italia)
I.Napoli I 49 Τραιάνεια ἐν Περγάµῳ. παλαιστής Neapolis (Italia)
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evidence forbids clear conclusion but, as previously discussed in chapter two, the 
Trajanic High Priest of Pontus, Titus Iulius Aquila received a bust-crown that was likely 
associated with agonistic festivities honoring Trajan. Also, we know that the Iulii of 
Amastris were closely connected with Heraclea, as the lady Iulia Aquilina was honored in 
98 CE as the citizen of both cities. These details are all circumstantial, and perhaps the 
Traiania was only an event that was maintained without the koinon’s involvement, as 
Iulius Largus seemed confident that his bequest would have been sufficient. In this case, 
the Traiania and the agones that we inferred from the symbolism of Titus Iulius Aquila’s 
bust-crown would have been two separate events. Such a scenario is certainly plausible, 
and all the more interesting. If Iulius Largus’ bequest and Iulius Aquila’s bust-crown were 
separate events, they point to an exceedingly vibrant coastal Paphlagonia during the reign 
of Trajan. If the two Iulii happened to have been from the same Iulii, it would have been 
an extraordinary record of a family whose wealth and influence stretched across three 
cities in western coastal Paphlagonia, and would have been comparable with the 
Euryclids in the Peloponnese, as mentioned in chapter two. 
 The Traiania were not attested in epigraphic evidence from coastal Paphlagonia, 
nor mentioned in victory lists found elsewhere. There is, however, a reference to the 
isactian, Hadrianic, and Heraclean competitions in Heraclea Pontica (ἐν Ἡρακλείᾳ τῇ 
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πρὸ[ς] | τῷ Πόντῳ Ἁδριάνειον Ἡ||ράκλειον ἰσάκτιον),  and the absence of any reference 400
to the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus makes it a comparable evidence for the Traiania. 
The Hadrianeia would have been founded after the Traiania, and one would ask whether 
it is possible for the Traiania to have been founded in the late years of Trajan’s reign, and 
then changed to become the Hadrianeia as the new emperor ascended the throne. We 
note, however, that the Hadrianeia here were also assimilated with the Herakleia in honor 
of Heracles, the patron deity of Heraclea Pontica, which leads to the possibility that we 
do not have a koinon festival, nor a festival that included Tium, but rather a municipal 
festival that was restricted to Heraclea Pontica. It is therefore more likely that the two 
imperial festivals were separate events. The Traiania would also have been separate from 
the koinon festival at Sinope reported by Fourcade, because this festival dates to 105 CE, 
 Paris & Holleaux 1885, 68-71 no. 1. cf. Boatwright 2000, 99 no. 75; 100-101; Weber 1907, 125 no. 435. 400
[ἡ βουλὴ καὶ ὁ δῆµος ἐτ]|[είµη]σαν Μᾶρ(κον) Α[ὐρ(ήλιον) —] | [—]ον Τειµοκλέου[ς τοῦ] |[Ἀγα]θόποδος 
τοῦ Ἀρτε[µι]||[δώ]ρου Ἀφροδεισιέα κα[ὶ] | [Ν]εικοµηδέα καὶ Ἀνκυρ[α]|[ν]ὸν βουλευτήν, δολιχαδ[ρό]|[µ]ον 
ἱερονείκην, Πυθιο[νεί]|[κ]ην, Ἀκτιονείκην παρά[δο]||[ξ]ον, νεικήσαντα δὲ κα[ὶ] | [ἄ]λλους ἀγῶνας τοὺς ὑ|
[π]ογεγραµµένους· ἐν Ἀ[ν]|[κ]ύρᾳ τῆς Γαλατίας εἰσ[ελ(αστικὸν)?] | [Ἀ]σκλήπειον παίδων δόλιχο[ν.] || ἐν 
Ἁδριανήᾳ τῆς Βειθυνία[ς ἱερ]|[ὸν?] Ἁδριάνειον Ἀντινόειο[ν] | παίδων δόλιχον, ἐν Ἡρακλε[ί]|ᾳ τῇ πρὸς τῷ 
Πόντῳ Ἁδρι<ά>νηο[ν] | Ἡράκλειον ἰσάκτ<ι>ον πα[ί]||[δ]ων δόλιχον, ἐν Χαλκη[δό]|[ν]ι παίδων δόλιχον, 
κατὰ | [τ]ὸ ἑξ[ῆ]ς ἀνδρῶν δόλιχον, | ἐν Νεικοµηδείᾳ Αὐγούστ[ει]|α Σεβήρεια ἀνδρῶν δόλ[ι]||χον τῇ αὐτῇ 
ἡµέρᾳ δία[υ]|λον, ὅπλον, ἐν Νεικέᾳ Α[ὐ]|γούστειον ἀνδρῶν δό[λι]|[χ]ον, ἐν Ἡρακλείᾳ τῇ πρὸ[ς] | τῷ Πόντῳ 
Ἁδριάνειον Ἡ||ράκλειον ἰσάκτιον ἀν|δρῶν δόλιχον τῇ αὐτῇ ἡµ[έ]|[ρ]ᾳ ὅπλον, ἐν Νεικέᾳ Αὐ|γούστειον 
ἀνδρῶν δόλ[ι]|χον, τῇ αὐτῇ ἡµέρᾳ δίαυλο[ν,] || ὅπλον, ἐν Φιλαδελφείᾳ κο[ι]|νὸν Ἀσίας ἀνδρῶν δόλ[ι]|χον. | 
προνοησαµένου τῆς ἀνα|στάσεως τοῦ ἀδριάντος || Ἀντιδωρίδου τοῦ ἱεροῦ | θεᾶς Ἀφροδείτης | τοῦ 
συντρόφου αὐτοῦ. [The boule and demos honored Marcus A[urelius] [- - - ]os, son of Timokleos, grandson 
of Agathopous, great grandson of Artemidoros, councillor at Aphrodisias, Nicomedia, and Ankyra, sacred 
victor in the distance race, Pythian victor, exemplary Actian victor, having won in other contests he entered; 
in Ancyra of Galatia, at the iselastic Asclepia, the boys distance race; in Hadrianeia of Bithynia, at the 
Hadrianeia Antinoeia, the boys’ distance race; in Heraclea Pontica at the sacred Hadrianeia Heracleia, the 
boys’ distance race; in Chalcedon, the boys’ distance race, followed by the mens’ distance race; at 
Nicomedia in the Augusteia Severia, the mens’ distance race and the mens’ sprint in the same day; armed, 
at Nicaea in the Augusteia, the mens’ distance race; at Heraclea Pontica in the sacred Hadrianeia Heracleia, 
the mens’ distance race and armed sprint, in the same day; at Nicaea in the Augusteia, the mens’ long race 
and the armor sprint, in the same day; at Philadelphia in the koinon games of Asia, the mens’ distance race. 
By Antidoridos the priest of goddess Aphrodite, the curator for the erection of the statue, at his own 
expense. (Translation mine, modified from Joyce Reynolds, Charlotte Roueché, Gabriel Bodard, 
Inscriptions of Aphrodisias (2007). Available <http://insaph.kcl.ac.uk/iaph2007/iAph120215.html> )]
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while the Traiania were most likely to have been after 109 CE, given what we know of 
Pliny’s letters to Trajan from the province of Pontus-Bithynia. 
3.1.5 Summary 
 In part one, we traced the vitality of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus via 
travelogues, inscriptions and literary sources, and the result is striking when compared 
with the findings of the first and second chapters. We find that Sinope and Amisus were 
venues of koinon festivities where agonistic festivals, as well as gladiatorial spectacles, 
were held. The degree of vitality cannot accurately be measured but, considering the 
prestige that may be deduced from the Sinopean victory list, there is a basis for the claim 
that the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus held games that were attractive enough for 
international athletes and performers to attend from at least the Trajanic period to the 
third century CE. There were also other festivities associated with the imperial cult, such 
as the Traiania and the Hadrianeia Heraclea, that must have commanded the attention of 
the leading men of the Heraclea-Tium-Amastris region, but it is uncertain whether they 
were koinon games per se. Essentially, they were common games that would have 
required the participation of cities in the Koinon, and since these amount to common 
affairs, it would be sensible to assume that the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus played 
some role in their establishment and operation. 
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3.2 Lucian’s monomachia at Amastris 
 After concluding the survey of epigraphic evidence concerning the festivities of 
the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, we turn to a tale of a festival that took place in 
Amastris from Lucian’s Toxaris or On Friendship. The aim of part two is in part to 
interrogate Lucian’s tale to determine its value as the only description of how a 
gladiatorial spectacle was presented at Amastris. Treating this unique literary account as 
evidence has risks due to the lack of corroborating evidence, but there is the likelihood 
that Lucian drew from some elements of gladiatorial spectacles of the Koinon of Pontus 
to create his story. The martyrdom of Polycarp  and the descriptions of Galen  offer 401 402
some information on the practical duties of the Asiarchate and the High Priesthood of 
Asia, which can serve as interesting comparisons, but they do not offer clear accounts of 
how spectacles were held in terms of logistics, participants and finances. A closer 
investigation of the details of Lucian’s tale would be helpful to clarify the constructive 
aspects that advance our project of articulating how gladiatorial spectacles could have 
been organised and performed, which are important aspects of koinon operations that are 
rarely found in epigraphic or literary sources. 
 Martyrdom of Polycarp 6-19 concerns the example of a Smyrnaean gladiatorial spectacle with the 401
Asiarch Phillip in charge as a venue for execution. The Irenarch produced Polycarp to the stadium to 
prepare for trial with the proconsul presiding there. When Polycarp pronounced that he was a Christian, the 
proconsul proclaimed his confession to the audience in the stadium. The audience demanded that the 
Asiarch Philip send a lion upon him. The Asiarch claimed that it was unlawful for him to do so, because the 
shows of wild beasts were already finished. The audience then demanded Polycarp to be burnt alive. An 
Asiarch would therefore have been in charge of spectacles that could also serve as venues for ceremonial 
trials and executions, and the programmes of the spectacles an Asiarch presented had significant legal 
implications, in the sense that, once the method of execution demanded by the audience/jury/proconsul had 
already completed, his venue would no longer be tasked with carrying out an execution.
 Nutton 2004, 223 & fns. 56-68 on Galen as source. Galen was employed by the High Priest of Asia to 402
treat gladiators not only immediately after fighting, but also as dietician.
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3.2.1 Lucian’s Tale 
 In Lucian’s Toxaris or On Friendship, Toxaris the Scythian and his interlocutor 
Mnesippus tell each other five stories as a contest to decide whether Greek or Scythian 
friendship is more exemplary. The fourth of Toxaris’s tales concern his own encounter 
with a demonstration of exemplary Scythian friendship while traveling with his Scythian 
friend Sisinnes to Athens. Toxaris and Sisinnes made a stop at Amastris and prepared to 
stay for the night at an inn by the harbor. While they were out, their belongings were 
stolen, the total loss being 400 darics, a great deal of clothing, some rugs, likely 
merchandise for sale.  As Toxaris sulked, Sisinnes began to work, carrying lumber from 403
the port to the agora for pay, and procured supplies with his wages.  
 The next day, Sisinnes came across a procession of young men marching through 
the agora, a propompe of well-born young men – γενναῖοι καὶ καλοί νεανίσκοι. These 
young men, so Toxaris described, were “men enlisted to fight duels for pay” who 
“[would] conclude the fight in two days’ time” (µονοµαχεῖν δὲ οὗτοι ἐπὶ µισθῷ 
ἀνδρολογηθέντες εἰς τρίτην ἡµέραν διαγωνιεῖσθαι ἔµελλον).  Three days later, Sisinnes 404
led Toxaris to the theater, on the pretext that they were going to see an enjoyable and an 
“unexpected” spectacle of the Hellenes (γάρ µε ὡς ἐπὶ τερπνόν τι καὶ παράδοξον θέαµα 
 Lucian, Toxaris or On Friendship, 57. ὑφείλετο ἡµῶν τις δαρεικοὺς τετρακοσίους καὶ ἐσθῆτα πολλὴν 403
καὶ δάπιδάς τινας καὶ τὰ ἄλλα ὁπόσα εἴχοµεν. . . .
 Lucian, Toxaris or On Friendship, 58-59. ἕωθεν δὲ περιιὼν κατὰ τὴν ἀγορὰν εἶδε προποµπήν τινα, ὡς 404
ἔφη, γενναίων καὶ καλῶν νεανίσκων. µονοµαχεῖν δὲ οὗτοι ἐπὶ µισθῷ ἀνδρολογηθέντες εἰς τρίτην ἡµέραν 
διαγωνιεῖσθαι ἔµελλον. καὶ δὴ τὸ πᾶν ὡς εἶχεν ἀµφ᾽ αὐτοὺς πυθόµενος, ἐλθὼν ὡς ἐµέ, µηκέτι, ὦ Τόξαρι, 
ἔφη, σαυτὸν πένητα λέγε, εἰς γὰρ τρίτην ἡµέραν πλούσιόν σε ἀποφανῶ. [The next morning he saw down at 
the agora a certain “propompe of well born and handsome young men,” as he claimed. These were enlisted 
to fight for hire and will fight three days later (the day after tomorrow). And when he learned all about 
them, Sisinnes came to me and said, “Toxaris, don’t say you are poor any more, for three days later I will 
make you rich.” (Trans. Harmon)]
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τῶν Ἑλληνικῶν ἄγει εἰς τὸ θέατρον). They saw first wild beasts being struck down by 
javelins, chased by dogs, but set upon men who seemed to be chained criminals (θηρία 
κατακοντιζόµενα καὶ ὑπὸ κυνῶν διωκόµενα καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἀνθρώπους δεδεµένους ἀφιέµενα, 
κακούργους τινάς).  The gladiatorial combat ensued after this series of spectacles: 405
ἐπεὶ δὲ εἰσῆλθον οἱ µονοµάχοι καί τινα παραγαγὼν ὁ κῆρυξ εὐµεγέθη νεανίσκον 
εἶπεν, ὅστις ἂν ἐθέλῃ τούτῳ µονοµαχῆσαι, ἥκειν εἰς τὸ µέσον δραχµὰς ληψόµενον 
µυρίας µισθὸν τῆς µάχης, ἐνταῦθα ἐξανίσταται ὁ Σισίννης καὶ καταπηδήσας ὑπέστη 
µαχεῖσθαι καὶ τὰ ὅπλα ᾔτει, καὶ τὸν µισθὸν λαβών, τὰς µυρίας ἐµοὶ φέρων 
ἐνεχείρισε. . . . 
When the gladiators entered, the herald introduced a young man of good size and 
said: whoever wants to fight with this man is to come to the middle for the purpose 
of taking away a prize of 10,000 drachmae, Sisinnes rose, leapt down, pledged to 
fight and asked for fighting gear; he took the prize, brought it to me and placed it in 
my hand . . .  
 Toxaris then described the action of the combat. Sisinnes was seriously wounded 
by his opponent’s curved sword. Sisinnes then managed to outmanoeuvre his opponent 
and stabbed him to death. Having barely survived the fight, Sisinnes was rescued by 
Toxaris and eventually returned to Scythia and married Toxaris’ sister, though now lame 
due to his injury. Lucian concludes the story by having Toxaris emphasise to Mnesippus 
that the fight “did not happen either in Machlyene or among the Alans, so as to be 
unattested and possible to disbelieve; there are many of the Amastrians here who 
remember the fight of Sisinnes.”  Toxaris supported his truth-claim with “Amastrians 406
 Lucian, Toxaris or On Friendship, 58: ἑωρῶµεν τὸ µὲν πρῶτον θηρία κατακοντιζόµενα καὶ ὑπὸ κυνῶν 405
διωκόµενα καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἀνθρώπους δεδεµένους ἀφιέµενα, κακούργους τινάς, ὡς εἰκάζοµεν. [We saw first wild 
beast being struck down by javelins and chased by dogs, and set upon chained men, some criminals, so we 
thought. (Trans. Harmon)]
 Luc. Tox. 60. τοῦτο ὦ Μνήσιππε, οὐκ ἐν Μάχλυσιν οὐδὲ ἐν Ἀλανίᾳ ἐγένετο, ὡς ἀµάρτυρον εἶναι καὶ 406
ἀπιστεῖσθαι δύνασθαι, ἀλλὰ πολλοὶ πάρεισιν Ἀµαστριανῶν µεµνηµένοι τῆν µάχην τοῦ Σισίννου. Trans. 
Harmon.
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present here,” which seems to suggest that the setting of the dialogue between Toxaris 
and Mnesippus was before an audience that must have been in part Amastrian in 
composition, and the site could even have been in Amastris. The Scythian reminded both 
his interlocutor and Lucian's readers that he was conveying knowledge common among 
Amastrians.  
 The tale has an alluring autobiographical tone even as it was told by a Scythian 
persona. Lucian claims in a separate work called Alexander the False Prophet  to have 407
moved his family to Amastris, and such an intertext led Franz Cumont to accept Lucian’s 
gladiatorial story as a reliable source. In his emphasis of the similarities between the 
venationes at Rome and Amastris, Sebastopolis, Sinope, and Amaseia, Cumont suggested 
that “Amastris was probably the metropolis of the Pontic decapolis, which was part of the 
province Bithynia-Pontus. It is in this city that the Pontarch must offer his munera, which 
could be confirmed by Lucian’s account” in the Toxaris.  This proposal is certainly 408
attractive, since it would make Lucian’s story important literary evidence with many 
details describing the process of how a koinon event was held in one of its cities. Yet we 
are not certain what details used by Lucian were factual. Also, gladiatorial events could 
be local.  Cumont’s suggestion is therefore at best an educated guess. However, a full 409
rejection of Lucian’s tale as fantastic is not necessary. Lucian’s clear fondness for 
 Luc. Alex. 56 τὸν πατέρα καὶ τοὺς ἐµοὺς εἰς Ἄµαστριν προεκπεποµφώς. 407
 Quotes in Cumont 1903, 274 fn. 5 quoted in full for clarity: “Amastris était probablement la métropole 408
de la décapole pontique, faisant partie de la province Bithynia-Pontus. C’est donc dans cette ville que le 
pontarque devait offrir ses munera, ce qui confirme le récit de Lucien.” Similarly, Cumont 1903, 25-26. 
“Tout d’abord, les inscriptions prouvent qu’aux IIe et IIIe siècles Amisos et Sinope n’avaient pas cessé de 
faire partie du κοινὸν Πόντου, ou de dix villes dont la métropole parait avoir été Amastris.”
 Robert 1971, 273 fn. 1.409
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Amastris as a subject of his writings, and his intent to create a verisimilitude of the city 
that his audience would have appreciated, suggest the need on the author’s part to employ 
facts to connect with his audience. Thus it is reasonable to assume that Lucian would 
consider a factually based Amastrian tale to be more effective than a fictional account. 
Lucian’s narrative would at least allow us to envision what Lucian and his knowledgeable 
Amastrian audience would have expected a gladiatorial spectacle to be like. This in turn 
would offer the baseline for envisioning the koinon spectacles that we only know 
summarily from the Sinope Pontarch inscription discussed in the first part of this chapter. 
3.2.2 Possible Approaches to Lucian’s Spectacle in the Toxaris 
 Scholarship on Lucian’s account of “the fight of Sisinnes” has largely been 
carried out by critiquing the genre in which the story has been transmitted, and also 
through the lens of gladiatorial spectacles that were performed elsewhere in the empire. 
Awareness of Lucian’s ability to navigate notions of truth and falsehood to entice his 
audience has led to mostly negative interpretations from scholars working from a literary 
perspective. Thomas Wiedemann  and Konstantin Nossov  treated Lucian’s story as a 410 411
“romantic” account of a free man fighting for ransom money. Mheallaigh gives a more 
complex analysis of the artistic sophistication of Lucian’s account. Toxaris the Scythian 
portrayed himself as an “autodiegetic narrator,” or one who tells a story about himself, to 
achieve both vividness and an “ambivalent authenticating-strategy.” The veracity of 
 Wiedemann, Emperors and Gladiators, Routledge, 1992, 108.410
 Nossov, Gladiator. Rome’s Bloody Spectacle, Osprey, 2009, 147.411
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Toxaris’s story rests on his claim to truth, which Mheallaigh compares with Odysseus’s 
tales at the court of the Phaeacians in Odyssey books 9-12.  The result is a highly 412
romanticised and exaggerated narrative, one which Kathleen Coleman captures well.  413
 Since this is the only story among those told by Mnesippus and Toxaris that were 
marked as real and personal experience, the truth-claim adds an interesting twist, further 
to mesmerise the audience into accepting this truth-claim as actually true. Christopher 
Jones has pointed out, however, that Lucian’s design seemed to have been to prepare his 
audience with stories of vague and fabulous worlds to preface this personal anecdote, and 
it could be a strategy to arrest the audience with “a fusion of the romantic and the 
realistic,” in which “fantasies of devoted friendship and of desperate combat” were 
juxtaposed with “the actual conduct of gladiatorial shows in the Greek east.”  414
Furthermore, Jones proposes that we could treat the story as “a compliment to a city 
which he had visited and where he had highly-placed friends,”  and hence preserved 415
some degree of verisimilitude to the Amastrian spectacles that he witnessed or learned 
while staying there. The proposal is a balanced rationale that guides us to view the 
various truth-claims in Lucian’s account in a moderate and constructive manner. 
 Mheallaigh 2014, 66-67.412
 Coleman 2000, 491 “[Sisinnes] chooses to fight bare-headed. . . . This detail has no consequences for 413
the narrative. It appears to be inserted simply to add an extra frisson to a swashbuckling story of courage 
and loyalty that verges on parody; the air of burlesque exaggeration is sustained when the victorious 
Sisinnes sits down, half-fainting, on top of his opponent’s corpse. Lucian is emphasising that Sisinnes, a 
complete amateur, does not observe the conventions proper to gladiatorial combat; there is no suggestion 
that it was a rational option to dispense with one’s helmet.”
 Jones 1986, 57; Jones 1990, 62-63; Flinterman 1997, 280.414
 Jones 1990, 63.415
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 Some scholars more concerned with the system of gladiation in the imperial 
period view Lucian’s tale more positively. They try to elicit usable information from 
Lucian's story by linking keywords and episodes with different segments of gladiatorial 
culture.  An example important to our search for information, that could be used to 416
envision a koinon event at Amastris is the condemnation of criminals to the beasts – 
condemnatio ad bestias. Louis Robert has cautioned that it would probably not be as 
straightforward as Cumont suggested to identify Lucian’s description of men chased by 
beasts as a koinon event, because such executions likely took place at both the municipal 
and koinon levels.  At Aphrodisias, gladiatorial familiae owned by what seem to be 417
municipal priests consisted of trained fighters, bull-catchers and convicts.  From 418
Eusebius we learned that the proconsul’s trial against the martyr Polycarp came to a 
dramatic moment when the proconsul declared formally in the arena that Polycarp was a 
Christian; many in the arena urged the Asiarch Philip to set a lion upon Polycarp, but 
Phillipus refused on grounds that the kynegesia had concluded.   419
 Robert’s cautious approach is in this case welcome, but the epigraphic sources 
that Robert cited may not be entirely interpreted as damnatio ad bestias. The καταδίκοι in 
 Robert 1971, 171 and Ville 1981, 365 discuss the identification of the propompe that Sisinnes saw as the 416
exoplasiai or military review found on an inscription from Mylasa in the East, and Ville 1981, 399-400 
connects the summoning forth of the gladiators into the theater with a second parade called the pompa 
mentioned from various literary sources. Ville 1981, 375 compares the κῆρυξ with the praeco, the 
announcer for the munerarius.
 Robert 1971, 273, fn. 1.417
Roueché, PPAphr 13 φαµιλίας µονοµά|χων καὶ καταδίκ|ων Τιβερίου Κλαυ|δίου Παυλείνου || ἀρχιερέως 418
ὑοῦ υἱοῦ Τι|[β]ερίου Κλαυδίου; also Robert 1971, no. 157: φαµιλία Ζήνων[ος] | τοῦ Ὑψικλέους | τοῦ 
Ὑψικλέους | τοῦ φύσει Ζήνω||νος Ὑψικλέους | ἀρχιερέως, µονο|µάχων καὶ κατα|δίκων καὶ 
ταυροκα[θαπτῶν.]
 Euseb. Ecc. Hist. 4.15.27: ἐπεβόων καὶ ἠρώτων τὸν ἀσιάρχην Φίλιππον ἵνα ἐπαφῇ τῷ Πολυκάρπῳ 419
λέοντα· ὁ δὲ ἔφη µὴ εἶναι ἐξὸν αὐτῷ ἐπειδὴ πεπληρώκει τὰ κυνηγέσια.
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the gladiatorial familiae that included convicts from Aphrodisias may not all have been 
thrown to beasts, as they could have been damnati ad ludos, or the punishment of 
condemning the convict to a professional trainer at a gladiatorial school.  Pliny reported 420
to Trajan that in Nicomedia and Nicaea there was such a surplus of such men that they 
carried out assignments as public slaves.  The execution ad bestias as described in 421
Lucian’s tale specifically referred to an official form of public execution comparable with 
the circumstances of the martyrdom of Polycarp, and it would be properly placed in a 
koinon event that supplemented the trial of the proconsul or imperial legate of the 
province. In other words, if Lucian’s matter-of-fact narration of this particular part in the 
gladiatorial repertoire at Amastris implies that public execution of such sort at Amastris 
was common knowledge, there is a good case to assume that Amastris was the regular 
venue for the carrying out of sentences passed by the proconsul and the Pontarch or High 
Priest of Pontus in conjunction with koinon spectacles. 
 A focused analysis that studied “the locality in which the dramatic scene is set” – 
such as the study performed by Kokolakis – would be welcome in light of the 
aforementioned considerations.  Kokolakis drew heavily from Robert’s resourceful 422
identifications of peculiar details in Lucian’s description concerning the animal hunt, 
execution ad bestias, and gladiatorial combat. He pointed out that, of among the five 
 Wiedemann 1992, 105 criminals condemned ad ludos. Kyle 1998, 79 gives a survey of the sources, 420
including Suet. Nero 12. damnati ad arenam.
 Plin. Ep.10.31.2: in plerisque civitatibus, maxime Nicomediae et Nicaeae, quidam vel in opus damnati 421
vel in ludum similiaque his genera poenarum publicorum servorum officio ministerioque funguntur, atque 
etiam ut publici servi annua accipiunt. [in many cities, particularly in Nicomedia and Nicaea, certain 
convicts either condemned to force labor or to the gladiatorial school and similar types of punishments are 
functioning in the offices and duties of public slaves, and even receiving emolument of a public slave.]
 Kokolakis 1958, 335-343.422
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stories Toxaris told Mnessipus, it is that of Sisinnes’ duel that diverged from 
topographical vagueness. Lucian had a vested interest in describing where the gladiatorial 
duel took place, a position that was later taken up by Jones.  The specificity goes 423
beyond Toxaris explaining where Amastris was – a port of call for those sailing from 
Scythia, not far from Carambis.  Toxaris points to the theater as the site where the two 424
Scythian friends went to observe the Hellenic spectacle, likely the “ancestral theater” in 
which stood the statue of Iulia Aquilina so decreed in an inscription found at Amastris.  425
In turn, Kokolakis proposed that Lucian might have learned about the festivities 
organised by imperial High Priests while living in Amastris.  We are reminded of the 426
Sinopean Pontarch, who concluded his office after having magnanimously presented bull-
fights, hunts, and gladiatorial duels, as well as Cumont’s proposal that Lucian was 
drawing on his knowledge of gladiatorial spectacles given by Pontarchs in Amastris. 
Together, the proposal by Cumont and Kokolakis, coupled with Lucian’s unique truth-
claim, encourage the exploration of Lucian’s account of the fight of Sisinnes as based on 
a real koinon event at Amastris. 
3.2.3 Summary 
 In sum, there is a lot at stake if we take Lucian’s emphasis on the locality of his 
tale “seriously” – i.e., treating Lucian’s tongue-in-cheek truth-claim that his tale was 
 Kokolakis 1958, 334.423
 Luc. Tox. 57.424
 CIG 4150b.425
 CIG 4149.426
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well-known among Amastrians, who were “present” at the dialogue between Toxaris and 
Mnesippus as a primary factor in our analysis of the tale’s usefulness. Lucian’s 
description of Amastris was likely credible for his audience, and the gladiatorial spectacle 
would have been familiar to his audience, though some would have spotted the romantic 
exaggerations. One could point to the fight of Sisinnes as fictive, given the volunteer-
episode, but there are also creatively juxtaposed socio-cultural aspects that are plausibly 
factual, though not necessarily facts. A series of spectacles first advertised in the agora 
and then presented at the theater of Amastris, including a hunt, executions and a 
gladiatorial duels between paid young men, echoes koinon events given by the Sinopean 
Pontarch presented by the leadership of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. Taking a step 
further, we have reason to assume that public executions ad bestias would frequently 
have concerned a trial involving the proconsul or imperial legate of the province. This 
sort of involvement makes Lucian’s tale more likely to have been drawn from spectacles 
held at the koinon level. Cumont may be right in his bold conjecture associating Lucian’s 
depiction of gladiatorial spectacle at Amastris with a koinon event. 
3.3 Paid fighters and 10,000 drachmae 
 The optimism derived from the survey of approaches in part two allows us to 
explore specific details of Lucian’s tale on the assumption that they may derived from 
koinon events. In part three, two extraordinary descriptions in Lucian’s tale are examined. 
The first concerns the meaning of the description “those who were enlisted to fight for 
pay” (µονοµαχεῖν . . . οὗτοι ἐπὶ µισθῷ ἀνδρολογηθέντες). The second concerns the 
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herald’s claim that whoever comes forward to fight with one of the young men “would 
receive a payment of 10,000 drachmae” (δραχµὰς ληψόµενον µυρίας µισθὸν τῆς 
µάχης).  427
3.3.1 “µονοµαχεῖν . . . οὗτοι ἐπὶ µισθῷ ἀνδρολογηθέντες” 
 Lucian described the gladiators that Sisinnes saw in the agora of Amastris as 
µονοµαχεῖν . . . οὗτοι ἐπὶ µισθῷ ἀνδρολογηθέντες – those who were enlisted to fight for 
pay. Michael Carter thinks that Lucian “implies the contractual nature of the gladiators 
whom Sisinnes saw at Amastris” and these can in general be understood as the equivalent 
terms for the Latin auctorati, “a term which carried with it the sense that these men had 
hired or sold themselves to fight as gladiators, their remuneration termed the 
auctoramentum.”  Yet the usual vocabulary associated with auctoratus is 428
ἀπογραφοµένος from ἀπογράφω.  The word ἀνδρολογηθέντες from ἀνδρολογέω is 429
itself rarely attested, and has the sense of military enlistment or levy.  If Lucian’s intent 430
is to describe the young men as auctorati, his choice of wording would either reflect 
 Luc. Tox. 59.427
 Carter 1999, 80-81.428
 Carter 2003, 99; Artem. 5.58; Mart. Pion. 20.6.429
 Lucian Tox. 58 µονοµαχεῖν δὲ οὗτοι ἐπὶ µισθῷ ἀνδρολογηθέντες εἰς τρίτην ἡµέραν διαγωνιεῖσθαι 430
ἔµελλον; Dion. Hali. 19.17.5  Τὸ πλῆθος ἀνδρολογήσαντες ἀπῄεσαν; Alciphron 1.14.2 ἀνδρολογοῦσιν ἐκ 
Πειραιῶς καὶ Φαληρόθεν καὶ <ἐκ> Σουνίου καὶ µέχρι τῶν αὐτῷ <τῷ> Γεραιστῷ προσοίκων χωρίων τοὺς 
τῆς θαλάττης ἐργάτας; Choerosphactes E 21.54 Τοὺς ἀνδρολογουµένους καθ’ ὑπαλλαγὰς περὶ τὴν Πέτραν 
φρουρούς, ὧν οἱ µὲν ἦσαν θηριοτροφοῦντες ὀργήν, οἱ δὲ κεκαρωµένοι θυµῷ; Choniates Hist. Alex. οἱ δὲ 
τοῦ βασιλέως κασίγνητοι τρεῖς ὄντες καὶ τὰς κόρας πάντες ἐκκεκοµµένοι παρ’ Ἀνδρονίκου, ἀλλὰ δὴ καὶ ὁ 
ἐπὶ τῇ ἀδελφῇ τούτων Εἰρήνῃ γαµβρὸς ὁ Καντακουζηνὸς Ἰωάννης, ἐξ ὀµµάτων καὶ αὐτὸς δεικνύµενος, 
παισὶ τοῖς ἑαυτῶν τὴν ἀρχὴν ἠνδρολόγουν; Pachymeres Hist. 451-452 αἱ συχναὶ προστάξεις τοῦ 
ὑπερθέσθαι τὸν πρὸς τοὺς Μαγνησιώτας πόλεµον καὶ περᾶν συνάµα τῷ ὑπ’ αὐτὸν λαῷ κατὰ δύσιν πρὸς 
τὸν ἀνάκτορα Μιχαὴλ (εἶναι γὰρ καὶ Μαγνησιώτας ὑπηκόους τῇ βασιλείᾳ, εὐφηµοῦντας ὁσηµέραι τοὺς 
βασιλεῖς, καὶ τῆς πρὸς αὐτὸν παροινίας εὐθύνας εἰς καιρὸν ὑποσχεῖν δυναµένους) οὐδὲν ἦσαν, καὶ λόγοι 
τηνάλλως λεγόµενοι Ῥωµαίους ἀνδρολογοῦντι, καὶ µάλιστα ἐπὶ Μαγνησιώτας, καὶ εἰ µὴ ἀναστατοίη 
τούτους, οὐδὲ ζῆν θέλοντι.
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unfamiliarity with the institution of the contract gladiator, or deliberately invoking the 
sense of non-contractual levy. This issue cannot be satisfactorily resolved without further 
evidence of ἀνδρολογηθέντες in a gladiatorial context.  
 Notably, Lucian also emphasised that the young men were γενναῖοι καὶ καλοί 
νεανίσκοι – “well-born and handsome.” A simple solution is not to read the description 
γενναῖοι καὶ καλοί νεανίσκοι as related to social status, but rather to understand it as an 
aesthetic expression. After all, Sisinnes was wounded by the young man with a curved 
sword, which could be the sica in the gladiatorial repertoire of a Thraex.  Lucian would 431
then be referring to good-looking auctorati, though the previous caveat regarding the 
sense of non-contractual undertaking continues to pose a problem. On the other hand, 
Lucian may also have been socially conscious when he employed the device of physical 
attraction of well-born and handsome young men to draw the attention of his audience. 
This alternative solution would take the description γενναῖοι καὶ καλοί νεανίσκοι as a 
literal indication of good birth, and there are some grounds to do so. As discussed 
previously, Titus Iulius Aquila was the High Priest of Pontus was honored by the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus as the first in aristeia among the neoi, which took place under an 
emperor who was praised by Pliny for promoting popular gladiation. This association 
between a leading koinon liturgist known for philotimia and his role as a leading member 
of the Amastrian neoi lends some credence to Lucian’s statement that well-born and 
handsome young men were involved in Amastrian spectacles, levied or no. Yet, in what 
 Robert 1971, 67. Kokolakis 1958, 342.431
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circumstances would young men of good birth fight – or be enlisted to fight – as 
gladiators? 
 While there is infamia associated with gladiators who were slaves, convicts and 
the financially distressed,  the gradual spread of gladiatorial spectacle in both the Latin 432
West and Greek East also generated active enthusiasm among respectable groups in cities 
that regularly held gladiatorial venues. Some citizens shifted from passively enduring the 
reality of periodic gladiatorial spectacle to active admiration and amateur practice of 
gladiation as part of everyday life. In the Greek East, the attraction of gladiation gave rise 
to “gladiatorial fan-clubs” called the philoploi attested at Termessus, Miletus and 
Ephesus. At Miletus, a “sacred plateia” of the philoploi (Ἱεροπλατίη τῶν φιλόπλων) was 
attested in the agora, suggesting that they had a formal establishment that was not 
stigmatised as a gladiatorial troupe, and Keil proposed a sport association of young 
men.  At Ephesus, their activities included joint dedications of statues of Asiarchs to 433
show gratitude for their presentation of gladiatorial spectacles, and they styled themselves 
also as Phil-Vedii, which to Robert is an indication that they were an association of 
supporters of the gladiatorial familia of the Vedii at the arena.  In the Latin West, young 434
men from some iuuentus organisations received training and participated in gladiatorial 
contests.  These young men from above-average families were encouraged to train in 435
 Carter 19999, 138-139.432
 Robert 1971, 25.433
 Jones 2001, 45-47.434
 Wiedemann gives three examples from Carsulae, Paestum, and Aquae Sextiae, but with very little 435
treatment. Wiedemann 1992, 125 no. 36: “ILS 6635 (Carsulae): pinn[irapus] iuvenum; AE 1935.27 
(Paestum): summarudis iuvenum; CIL XII.533 (Aix-en-Provence): a youth who died aged 19 is said to 
have performed in the amphitheatre.”
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combat sports,  with opportunities to fight beasts and take part in hunts  in the 436 437
arena,  but they were not encouraged to become professional gladiators.  438
 What these examples from the Greek East and the Latin West show is a general 
differentiation between gladiation as an acceptable form of performative martial art, and 
gladiators as undesired performers out of their underprivileged and stigmatised social 
status. This differentiation was possible because societies in the Greek East also valued 
training in martial arts as part of their ephebic and gymnastic culture. For example, we 
know that young men from Amastris trained in martial arts in the gymnasia. One 
Aemilianus, who was buried in 155 CE at the age of 30, was well trained by Geminus, his 
foster-father “of noble birth,” so that he was “revered in the gymnasia, skilled in 
wrestling, the javelin, the pankration, the discus, the hoop, jumping, all rhythmical ball-
games.”  We know that agonistic festivities did involve competitions in martial arts and 439
military maneuvers. The category of “race in armor” in the Smyrnaean and Pergamene 
 Laes & Strubbe 2014, 126-127 es 127 no. 65-67.436
 Laes & Strubbe 2014, 128 no. 68.437
 Laes & Strubbe 2014, 127-128.438
 Marek Kat. Amastris no. 44 ἔτος µὲν ἦν τριακοστὸν ἤδη µοι τόδε, | ἔθηκε δ’ Αἰµιλιανὸν ὄνοµά µοι 439
πατήρ, | ὃν ἔθρεψε Γέµινος, εἷς ἀνὴρ τῶν εὐγενῶν· | παρ’ ἐµπύροις δὲ κῶµον Εὐΐῳ θεῷ || τριετῆρι τελετὴν 
µυστικῶς ἀνήγαγον | καὶ γυµνασίων δὲ σεµνὸς ἐγενόµην, ἴδρις | πάλης, ἄκοντος, πανκρατίου, δίσκου, 
τρόχου, | ἅλµατος, ἁπάντων εὐρυθµῶν σφαιρισµάτων | ὧν εἰς ἕκαστον ἐπόνεσεν τροφεὺς ἐµός, || σατύρῳ τε 
ἐνείκων Κύζικον καὶ Πέργαµον | καὶ Κυζίκου µὲν αὐτὸς ἤνεγκα στέφος, | τὸ Περγάµου δὲ µοῖρα ἀπήνεγκεν 
πικρὰ | καί µου τὸ σῶµα Δωρίας ἐπὶ χθονὸς | ἐµάρανε δαίµων, ὀστᾶ δ’ ἐν πάτρῃ λαβὼν || τροφεὺς Γέµινος 
λάρνακα ἐς λιθίνην θέτο | αἰωνίοις στεφάνοισιν ἐπικοσµούµενα. | εκσʹ , πρὸ αʹ καλ(ανδῶν) Σεπτεµβρίων, | 
Λώου ζιʹ. [This was now my thirtieth year, and my father gave me the name Aemilianus, and Geminus 
brought me up, a man of noble birth. Amid incense-vessels I led the revel for the biennial god Euhios, (and 
led) the rite in mystic fashion. I was also revered in the gymnasia, skilled in wrestling, the javelin, the 
pancration, the discus, the hoop, jumping, all rhythmical ball-games, in each of which my foster-father had 
trained. And with a satyr-play (?) I won at Cyzicus and Pergamon; I myself took the crown at Cyzicus, but 
the Pergamene one cruel fate took away. Misfortune wasted my body on Dorian soil, but Geminus carrying 
my bones to my home city put them in a stone urn (?), adorned by eternal crowns. (Year) 225, 31 August, 
Loos 17th. (Trans. Christopher Jones)] Jones 1990, 94. Aemilianus was not trained in boxing, but his 
training in the pankration would already warrant attention, as Epictetus compared boxing and the 
pankration as foul sports similar to gladiation.Arr. Epict. 2.18.22; Carter 2009, 310 n. 48. 
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games was so important that Hadrian, in a letter dictating how the various games in the 
Greek East ought to be arranged, made it the time-regulating event that signaled when an 
athlete was to move on to the next competition.  In Heraclea Pontica we have two 440
fragmentary inscriptions belonging to a sizable list of victors at an agonistic event 
attended by younger and older ephebes as well as others. The reconstructed list is as 
follows:   441
Table 4. Agonistic Event in Heraclea Pontica 
 Lloyd Jonnes has pointed out that this list is representative of many other such 
agonistic events, which normally encompass track and field events, physical combat and 
military exercises.  Furthermore, the occasional funerary epitaphs that memorialised 442
BOYS YOUNGER 
EPHEBES
OLDER 
EPHEBES
unidentified
boxing πυγµή O O
dash στάδιον O O O
middle distance δίαυλος O O
long distance δόλιχος O O
wrestling πάλη O
pankration παγκράτιον O
long distance with shield and sling   
ἀσπίς καὶ δολίχον σφενδόνη
O
compulsory drills εὐταξία O
physical conditioning  εὐεξία O
 Petzl & Schwertheim 2006, 14 ll. 66-67 µετὰ δὲ Παναθή|ναια Ζµυρναῖοι ἀγέτωσαν, ἐς µὲν πλοῦν τῶν 440
ἀγωνιστῶν ἐχόντων πεντεκαίδεκα ἡµέρας ἀπὸ τοῦ Παναθηναίων ὅπλου κτλ. Also ll. 68-69 ἀπὸ δὲ τοῦ ἐν 
Ζµύρνῃ ὅπλου δύο ἡµέραις διαλιπὼν ὁ Περγαµηνῶν | ἀγὼν ἀρξάσθω τε εὐθὺς καὶ ταῖς τετταράκοντα 
ἡµέραις συντελείσθω.
 Jonnes 1994, 35-38 no. 60.441
 Jonnes 1994, 37.442
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athletes slain in boxing matches suggest a gradual synthesis of martial arts as an 
overlapping category in the gymnastic and gladiatorial domains.   443
 Lucian may be drawing from the combative spirit that could be found in the 
training of the ephebia that Amastrian citizens must experience, and this combative spirit 
would also be part of the psyche of young men from good background in the Greek East, 
as many did train for and compete in municipal and koinon competitions that had 
categories concerning of martial arts and maneuver in arms. It would be impossible to 
divine whether the young men from the Amastrian ephebeia or the neoi could have been 
ordered to participate in gladiatorial performances. Yet the ephebeia seemed to have been 
a well organised and long-lasting institution overseen by influential Amastrian citizens, 
and issued inscriptions with some of the most verbose preambles that paid homage to the 
emperor and the imperial household, the senate at Rome, the provincial governor, and the 
 SEG 47.1742 involves a certain Athenian by the name of Asbolas, originally a citizen of Nicomedia, 443
who fought in boxing eight times “against the fates” and “paid his due” (ὀ[κ]τάκι πυκτεύσας Μοίραις τὸ 
δάινειον ἔ[τεισα]), perhaps in a competition Laodicea. SEG 49.1755 concerns a boxer by the name of 
Milarus who won many boxing competitions and finally met his end. Scholars have chose to interpret 
πυκτεύειν or fighting with fist as a figurative description for fighting as a gladiator, and that the two 
inscriptions are among the many that show gladiators in the Greek East borrowing the language from Greek 
gymnastics to represent themselves as athletes, which are certainly plausible. Yet, as Golden pointed out, 
elites in the Greek East who invested heavily in festivities that included agonistic and gladiatorial types had 
to face – however occasionally – a strand of hostility among the Roman elite that deplored gymnastic and 
athletic competitions for their associations with nudity and homosexuality, and could have added impetus to 
make a boxing match “a fight against the fates.” Golden 2008, 74-79, 84; Carter 2009, 306-313; Mann 
2011, 156-163. 
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Amastrian civic authorities.  The degree of fealty exemplified by these preambles 444
would add to the possibility that the Amastrian ephebeia could have had a special 
relationship with the imperial establishment and the activities of the imperial cult held at 
Amastris. 
 In summary, evidence concerning ephebic and gymnastic martial arts training 
during the imperial period indicates that Lucian may have used some elements of what he 
saw. Amastrian gladiatorial combat may indeed have involved Amastrians of good birth, 
because it was part of their gymnastic and ephebic training to engage in duels and martial 
 Marek Kat Amastris 10: ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσα|ρος θεοῦ Τραιανοῦ Παρθικοῦ 444
υἱοῦ, | θεοῦ Νέρουα υἱωνοῦ, Τραιανοῦ || Ἁδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ ἡγεµο|νίας τε καὶ αἰωνίου διαµονῆς | καὶ 
νείκης καὶ ἱερᾶς συνκλή| του καὶ δήµου Ῥωµαίων καὶ | βουλῆς καὶ δήµου τοῦ Ἀµαστρι||ανῶν vv Γάϊος 
Ἡλιοφῶντος | ἐφηβαρχήσας ἐν τῷ v ασʹ v | ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Λ. Αἴλιον | v Αἰλιανὸν ἀρχόντων τὸν σά|τυρον 
σὺν τῷ βωµῷ ἐκ τῶν || ἰδίων κατασκευάσας ἀνέ|θηκεν ἐνγράψας καὶ τοὺς ὑπ’ αὐτὸν ἐφήβους. [To good 
fortune. In the name of emperor Hadrian, the sacred senate and people of Rome, and the boule and demos 
of the Amastrians, Gaius Heliophon, ephebarch in the year 201 during the archonship of Lucius Aelius 
Aelianus, furnished and dedicated the satyr with the altar from his own expense, and inscribed the ephebes 
under him.] SEG 41.1106  ἀγαθῆι τύχηι. | Αὐτοκράτορα τὸ βʹ Καίσαρα | Τ. Αἴλιον Ἁδριανὸν Ἀντων[ῖ]|[ν]ον 
Εὐσεβῆ Σεβαστὸν ἡ βου||λὴ καὶ ὁ δῆµος ἐκ τῶν κατα|λειφθέντων χρηµάτων ὑ|πὸ Γαίου Ἡλιοφῶντος κατὰ | 
διαθήκην, ὥστε παρὰ ἔτος ἐκ | τῆς προσόδου αὐτῶν ἀνίστα||[σ]θαι ἀνδριάντα τοῦ Αὐτοκ[ρά]|τορος καὶ 
ἀποκατασταθέ̣ν̣|των τῇ πόλει ὑπὸ τῆς γυναι|κὸς αὐτοῦ καὶ κληρονόµο[υ] | Μαρκιανῆς Μαρκέλλου ἀνέ|̣
σ(τησεν) ἐν τῷ ζισʹ ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ | Καιλικιανὸν Θέωνα ἀρχόν̣των. [To good fortune. The boule and 
demos dedicate (this statue) to the emperor Antoninus Pius from the estate left behind by Gaius Heliophon 
in accordance to his will, so that a statue of the emperor would be set up and maintained every other year 
from the revenues of this estate by the city under the direction of his wife and heir Marciana Marcellus. 
(The inscription) is set up in the year 217 when the magistrates served under Caelicianus Theon. 
(Translation mine)] Marek Kat. Amastris 11 [ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσαρος Τίτου Αἰλίου Ἁδριανοῦ 
Ἀντωνείνου Σεβαστοῦ Εὐσεβοῦς πατρὸς] | [πατρίδος καὶ Αὐρηλίου Καίσαρος, τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ, καὶ 
Φαυστείνης Σεβαστῆς, καὶ τῶν τέ] | κνων αὐτῶν καὶ τοῦ σύµπαντος οἴκου τ[οῦ Σεβαστοῦ σωτηρίας καὶ 
ἱερᾶς συνκλήτου καὶ δήµου Ῥωµαί] | ω[ν καὶ] βουλῆς καὶ δήµου τοῦ Ἀµαστριανῶ[ν . . . ἐπὶ Λ.] || 
[Λ]ολλιανοῦ Ἀουείτου τοῦ πρεσβευτοῦ καὶ ἀντι[στρατήγου Σεβαστοῦ . . . ἐφηβαρ] | [χ]ήσας ἐν τῶι θκσʹ 
ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Π[ . . . πρῶτον] | ἄρχοντα ἀρχόντων ἀνέστησεν [ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων κατασκευάσας τὸν βωµὸν 
καὶ τὸν Ἡρα]|κλέα, καὶ τῇ κατεπικειµένῃ λεο[ντῇ . . . καὶ τοὺς] | [ὄνυ]χας ἀποκατέστησεν [ . . . ] || [ . . . ] 
ἀρχόντων προ Η[ . . . ]. [In the name of Antoninus Pius, Marcus Aurelius, and Faustina Sebasta and the 
imperial family, and the sacred senate and people of Rome, and the boule and demos of the Amastrians . . . 
when Lucius Lollianus Avitus was imperial legate . . . (ignotus) served as ephebarch in the year 229 when 
P(…) was chief magistrate, the altar was dedicated . . . and the Heracles, and the claws of the reclining lion 
were restored . . . (Translation mine)] Kat. Amastris 18 [ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτ]ορος Καίσαρος Λ. Σεπτιµίου 
Σευήρου [Περτίνακος] | [Σεβαστοῦ Ἀραβικοῦ] Ἀδιαβηνικοῦ Παρθικοῦ µεγίστου καὶ Αὐτοκράτο[ρος] | 
[Μάρκου Αὐρηλίου Ἀντων]είνου Αὐγούστου Σεβαστο[ῦ καὶ 〚Π. Σεπτίµιος Γέτας〛] | [Καίσαρος καὶ 
Ἰουλίας Δόµνη]ς Σεβαστῆς µητρὸς κάστρων καὶ τοῦ σύµπαντος οἴκο[υ] || [αὐτῶν σωτηρίας καὶ νείκ]ης καὶ 
αἰωνίου διαµονῆς καὶ ἱερᾶς συνκλήτου καὶ δήµου Ῥω | [µαίων καὶ τοῦ δήµου Ἀµα]στριανῶν Λονγιδιανὸς 
Ῥούφου ἐφηβαρχήσας τῷ ζοσʹ ἔτ[ει] | [ . . . ]νον Διονυσίου τῇ πατρίδι τὸν δῆµον κατασκευάσας σὺ | [ν τῷ 
βωµῷ(?) . . . ] [In the name of Septimius Severus, Geta, and Iulia Domna and their household, the sacred 
senate and people of Rome, and the demos of the Amastrians, Longidianus Rufus ephebarch in the year 277 
furnished the people with (?) of Dionysus for the patria with (an altar?)  (Translation mine)].
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combat. Furthermore, the fealty expressed by the Amastrian ephebeia to the emperors and 
imperial household suggests that young men of good birth may have been systematically 
introduced to festivities of the municipal or koinon imperial cult as performers in a low-
risk gladiatorial spectacle. In a sense, we may be able to compare the young men 
performing in gladiatorial spectacle with the ephebes of Ephesus who trained as 
hymnodes to perform at the festivities of Artemis as well as the koinon festivities in 
Pergamum.  At the very least, Lucian’s account of the Amastrian gladiatorial scene 445
must be considered an important source of information regarding who fought and under 
what circumstances, particularly because of his eagerness to demonstrate his knowledge 
of Amastris through the meticulous reporting of detail. One such detail is to be assessed 
in the next section, namely Lucian’s claim that Sisinnes could receive 10,000 drachmae 
for merely participating in a gladiatorial duel. 
3.3.2 “δραχµὰς ληψόµενον µυρίας µισθὸν τῆς µάχης” 
 The 10,000 drachmae paid to Sisinnes even before the beginning of the duel is a 
surprising detail in Lucian’s tale, because no other example of such significant payment 
to a volunteer before a duel has been mentioned in primary sources. We could still weigh 
the plausibility of this account, not in terms of whether such form of payment was 
actually made at Amastris, but rather whether such a figure would have been plausible to 
 Ephesos 227, ll. 53- 56 ὁ[µοίως τ]οὺ[ς ὑµν]ωδ̣οὺς | ἀρέσκει, εἰς οὓς οὐκ ὀλίγον µέρος τῶν τῆς πόλεως 445
ἀναλίσκεται προ̣σ̣ό̣δων, τῆς ὑπηρεσίας [ταύτ]ης ἀπ̣ο̣λυ[θῆν]α[̣ι,] το[ὺς] ἐφήβο[̣υς] δ[έ,] || ὧν καὶ ἡ ἡλικία 
καὶ ἡ ἀξία καὶ ἡ πρὸς τὸ µαθεῖν ἐπιτηδειότης τοιαύτῃ µᾶλλον ἁρµόζ̣ε̣ι λε̣ιτουργίᾳ, [ταύτην χ]ω[ρὶς] 
ἀργυρίου | παρέχεσθαι τὴν χρείαν. [Likewise regarding the hymnodes (sc. of Artemis) – to whom no small 
part of the municipal income is paid in order that this service be performed – it is resolved: the ephebes, 
whose age and worth and ability to learn are better atuned to such a liturgy, shall provide this need without 
payment. (Trans. Friesen)]
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Lucian’s Antonine audience. There are two questions to address: would this sum be 
impossible when placed in the context of known total costs of gladiatorial spectacle? 
Would this sum be impossible when placed in the context of known payments made to 
gladiators? Figures of revenue and prices from the document known as the Aes Italicae or 
the so-called SC de pretiis gladiatorum minuendis of 177 CE will be used as the basis for 
answering these questions, as this document is of the Antonine period and could more 
plausibly be seen as reflecting the expectations both of Lucian and the Antonine 
audience.   
 The SC de pretiis gladiatorum minuendis of 177 CE gives two types of data: first, 
five ranges of the upper and lower limits of gladiatorial expenses, along with the different 
price schemes for different tiers of gladiators, as included in the following. The figures 
are listed here in denarii, assuming the tariff rate to be 4 sestertii per denarius, for the 
purpose of comparing with the drachma standard that Lucian uses in the Toxaris. 
Table 5. Munus cost/gladiator price, reconstructed from Carter 2003, 97 
 Second, the SC gives the estimated revenue of 20 to 30 million sestertii (500k - 
750k denarii) that would have been derived from the total cost of gladiatorial expenses 
based on a 25% to 33% tax rate, which would yield a maximum and minimum range of 
Munus Cost in 
denarii
<7.5K 7.5K-15K 15K-25K 25k-37.5K 37.5-50K+
Primus palus – – – 3,000 3,750
Secundus 
palus
– – – 2,500 3,000
Tertius palus – 1,250 2,000 2,000 2,250
Quartus palus – 1,000 1,500 1,500 1,750
Tiro – 750 1,250 1,250 1,500
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total gladiatorial expenses between 60 to 120 million sestertii (15-30 million denarii), 
with an average figure of 90 million sestertii (22.5 million denarii). Combining the two 
data sets, Duncan-Jones proposed a scheme where an average revenue expense of 90 
million sestertii divided by the upper limit of 200,000 sestertii (50,000 denarii) per munus 
would yield about 450 munera per year.  Duncan-Jones proposed that we should 446
consider the 100,000 sestertii (25,000 denarii) figure the more reasonable, given known 
costs of ludi and munera in Italy and Africa, some of which are clearly dated to the years 
before the publication of this senatus consultum that was aimed at controlling 
extraordinary expense.  Comparing the maximum and average limits to the cost of 447
gladiatorial spectacle using an exchange rate of a tetradrachm to four denarii after the 
Hadrianic period,  the payment made to Sisinnes would comprise 40% of the total cost 448
of gladiatorial spectacles with an average cost of 100,000 sestertii or 25,000 denarii, and 
20% of the total cost of those with an average cost of 200,000 sestertii or 50,000 denarii.  
 How plausible is a payment to a volunteer gladiator of an estimated 20% to 40% 
of the total cost of a gladiatorial spectacle? There are two perspectives from which to 
weigh this question: from what the munerarius would be risking to pay, and what the 
gladiator would generally receive. If projecting Lucian’s tale onto normal circumstances, 
the munerarius would have to risk both paying the volunteer 20% to 40% of estimated 
 Duncan-Jones 1974, 245-246.446
 Games from Africa include the following cost: no. 281 – 200,000 HS, no. 282a – 16,000 HS, no. 283 447
6,000 HS for single day, no. 286 6,000 HS for 3 days; from Italy, 1074a is a foundation of 600,000 HS that 
would have 5% revenue or 150,000 HS used annually for glaidatorial expense; no. 1075 has half of an 
estate of 200,000 HS diverted to gladiatorial games; no. 1076-1077 gives expense of 50,000 HS for games; 
no. 1078 has 8,000 HS for 5 days, totalling 40,000 HS; no. 1079 has 7,750 HS for games.
 Howgego 1985, 52-53.448
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cost, and losing a trained gladiator, valued at between 5,000 and 15,000 sestertii (1250 to 
3750 denarii), or a range between 2% to 15% of estimated cost.  This estimate is based 449
on the price (pretium) of individual gladiators regulated in the Aes Italicae, which formed 
a classification system that hierarchically arranged gladiators into price-groups.   450
 Carter has proposed that the hierarchical system mentioned by the unnamed 
senator could be projected to the palus-system that is often found in funerary epitaphs.  451
Carter further argues that the price-group system reflected not the actual sum a gladiator 
would receive, but rather the “purchase price” that a munerarius would pay a lanista 
when a gladiator was maimed or killed.  This argument is based on a well-known clause 452
recorded by Gaius, who contemplated a problem on the distinction between sale and hire 
if a lanista were to lease a gladiator at 20 denarii, and expect a payment of 1,000 denarii 
to cover the loss of a slain gladiator.  This arrangement would not make sense 453
financially, and would only be plausible if the munerarius was seeking to bolster the 
show’s prestige through bloodshed and death, and to reduce the risk to one of his own 
gladiator’s life by seeking amateur fighters. 
 Carter proposed that the prices concerning gladiators recorded in the Aes Italicae reflected the full price 449
instead of the leasing price. This assumption is primarily based on a legal opinion written by the jurist 
Gaius.
 Oliver & Palmer 1955, ll. 30-35.450
 Carter 2003, 89-93.451
 Carter 2003, 105.452
 Gai. Inst. 3.146 item si gladiatores ea lege tibi tradiderim, ut in singulos, qui integri exierint, pro sudore 453
denarii XX mihi darentur, in eos uero singulos, qui occisi aut debilitati fuerint, denarii mille, quaeritur, 
utrum emptio et uenditio an locutio et conductio contrabatur. [Again, suppose I deliver gladiators to you on 
the express terms that I will get 20 denarii for the efforts of each one who comes off unharmed, but 1,000 
denarii for each one killed or maimed, is this sale or hire? Trans. Gordon & Robinson, qtd. in Carter 2003, 
102.]
!217
 The plausibility of the 10,000 drachmae that Sisinnes received also needs to be 
weighed against what gladiators would receive, in addition to what they cost. What 
concerned the gladiators was a separate source of money, which the senator, perhaps 
citing verbatim, called praecipuum mercedis.   454
item censeo de exceptis ita opseruandum ut praecipuum mercedis gladiator sibi 
quisque paciscatur eius pecuniae quae ob hanc causam excipi|ebatur quartam 
portionem liber, seruus autem quintam accipiat. 
Likewise I support the opinion “that in the matter of prize money care must be 
taken that as his own share of the reward each free gladiator contract to receive a 
quarter of that money, whatever used to be set aside for this purpose in the past, 
but each slave gladiator receive a fifth. (Trans. Oliver & Palmer) 
 The unnamed senator agreed to a proposal that a free gladiator was to receive a 
quarter of the merces, with the rest being used to settle debts or whatever had led to the 
free man to risk gladiatorial combat, while a slave gladiator was to receive a fifth of the 
prize money. There are two interpretations of the praecipuum mercedis circulating in 
scholarship: the first is that the lanista was to reserve a percentage of the pretium that 
would be paid to the gladiator, while the second is that the gladiator himself was to 
receive, upon his successful return, a percentage of the leasing fee that was set aside.  455
Both interpretations point to the fact that gladiators received far less than the total cost of 
a munus, which runs counter to what Lucian’s tale suggests. In turn, this unusually large 
sum makes Lucian’s account of the gladiatorial combat less plausible. 
 If we set aside the gladiatorial perspective, and take up an agonistic perspective, 
the 10,000 drachmae would measure differently. Marcus Iutius Marcianus Rufus, the 
 Oliver & Palmer 1955, ll. 45-46. 454
 Ambrosino 2016, 97-98.455
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Sinopean boxer mentioned previously, won at “half-talent” games 110 times, and Marcus 
Aurelius Philoxenos from Side won 15 “talent” competitions, and 85 victories in half-
talent and thousand-drachmae games. It is unclear whether references to such talent, half-
talent, and thousand-drachmae awards for the top prize, or the total cost of the games. If 
it was the total cost, then these games were relatively inexpensive: a talent was 6000 
drachmae or 6000 denarii at a fixed tariff for the Attic drachma and the denarius, or 
24,000 sestertii.  Alternatively, if we suppose that the talent/half-talent/thousand 456
drachmae refer to the amount awarded to the victor, it would be a different matter. An 
incomplete logismos of an agonothete of the Ourania (or Eurycleia) at Sparta dated 
between 143-148 CE  includes expenditure of at least 80,000 sestertii for prizes,  with 457 458
the largest amounting to 7,190 denarii or close to 30,000 sestertii.  This amount is 459
apparently much more than the expected reward for a gladiator after the SC of 177 CE, 
and would at least lend some credence if we also suppose that Lucian was dealing with an 
audience that might have been more familiar with the finances of agonistic competitions 
than those of gladiatorial spectacle. Dio Chrysostom’s tongue-in-cheek remark, that 
crowd-pleasers would even be willing to pay starting fees to the number of 5 talents (or 
 Carter 1999, 224. Howgego 1985, p.52. Rhodian tetradrachms and cistophoric tetradrachms used in 456
Bithynia and Asia were tariffed at 3 denarii, so the equivalent would be 4,500 denarii or 18,000 sestertii.
 It should be noted that this logismos included rhetoricians, trumpeters, painters, as well as athletes and 457
actors from Thyateira, Sidon, Sardis, and possibly Tarsus and Nicomedia, suggesting that a prize of a talent 
or more for an individual category would have been more than enough to make the event an attractive 
international competition. SEG 11.838 l. 5 Σωκράτει Μίγωνος Θυατειρηνῷ, l. 6 Θεοδότῳ (Θεοδότου) 
τραγῳδῷ Σιδωνίῳ, l. 8 Τα]ρσεῖ ζωγράφῳ , ll. 8-9 Ἀπολλωνίῳ Δηµητρίου Νει|[κοµηδεῖ (?) -·-], l. 9 Τ(ίτῳ) 
Κορνηλίῳ Διονυσίῳ Σαρδιανῷ.
 Camia 2011; SEG 11.838 (143-148 CE); Cartledge, Spawforth 2002, 188.458
 SEG 11.838 l. 3.459
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30,000 drachmae) in order to secure famous athletes for their agonistic events, further 
makes Lucian’s sum of 10,000 drachmae as a possible liturgical reference.  460
 Associated with the question of the payment received by Sissines is that Lucian 
envisioned the payment to be in drachmae. Lucian occasionally mentions payment in 
drachma in his work. For example, each of Alexander’s oracles cost a drachma and two 
obols,  and Lucian even paid him “eight drachmae and what it comes to besides” (sic. 2 461
drachmae and 4 obols).  The false prophet can amass seventy or eighty thousand per 462
year through swindling aristocrats and common people alike.  In Lucian’s literary world 463
the drachma standard seems to be considered as the staple method of account in everyday 
life that would have been widely acknowledged by his audience.  
 The impression that the drachmae featured so significantly that it could also be 
used to pay for large events would run counter to the predominance of the denarial 
 Remijen 2015, 295. Dio Or. 66.11 ὥστε τούς γε φιλόπαιδας καὶ σφόδρα, οἶµαι, µακαρίζειν αὑτοὺς τοῖς 460
φιλοδόξοις παραβάλλοντας, ὅταν αὐτοὶ µὲν ὄρτυγας ζητῶσιν ἢ ἀλεκτρυόνα ἢ ἀηδόνιον, τοῖς δὲ ὁρῶσιν 
ἀνάγκην οὖσαν Ἀµοιβέα ἢ Πῶλον4 ζητεῖν ἢ τῶν Ὀλυµπίασι νενικηκότων τινὰ πέντε µισθοῦσθαι ταλάντων. 
[so that the boy-lovers, I think, consider themselves fortunate comparing themselves with popularity 
seekers, since they themselves seek only quails or cock or a tiny nightingale, while those others, they 
observe, must needs seek some Amoebus or Polus, or some among the Olympic victors for a fee of five 
talents. (Trans. Crosby)]
 Lucian, Alexander, 21: ἐτέτακτο δὲ ὁ µισθὸς ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστῳ χρησµῷ δραχµὴ καὶ δύ ὀβολώ. [a price for 461
each oracle had been fixed at one drachma and two obols. (translation mine)]
 Luc. Alex. 54: µίαν ἐρώτησιν ἐρωτήσας ἐπέγραψα τῷ βιβλίῳ κατὰ τὸ ἔθος· “τοῦ δεῖνος χρησµοὶ ὀκτώ,” 462
ψευσάµενός τι ὄνοµα, καὶ τὰς ὀκτὼ δραχµὰς καὶ τὸ γιγνόµενον ἔτι πρὸς ταύταις πέµψας κτλ.
 Lucian, Alexander, 21: µὴ µικρὸν οἰηθῇς, ὦ ἑταῖρε, µηδ᾽ ὀλίγον γεγενῆσθαι τὸν πόρον τοῦτον, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς 463
ἑπτὰ ἢ ὀκτὼ µυριάδας ἑκάστου ἔτους ἤθροιζεν [Do not think it little, my friend, nor think that little is to 
come of this revenue; rather, he collects seventy to eighty thousand each year. (trans. Harmon)]
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standard associated with benefaction in literary and epigraphic evidence.  Inscriptions 464
concerning customs tax found in Myra and Kaunos make it clear that the Lycian Koinon 
regularly received a sum of 6000 and 7000 denarii from the two cities,  and the lex 465
portorii prouinciae Lyciae made it clear that such sums were associated with the rights 
that cities of the Lycian Koinon purchased for the collection of customs tax to be 
submitted to the Roman fiscus at the lump sum of 100,000 denarii per year.  The 466
implication of this system of tax collection was that a significant portion of the cash 
reserve of the Lycian Koinon was in denarii, because it was a stable and abundant source 
of revenue, based on the collection of customs duty, are different sources of gifts and 
bequests, the most representative being a sum recorded on a limestone statue base 
dedicated to Opramoas of Rhodiapolis.  Opramoas granted an estate that would give a 467
yearly revenue of totally 20,000 denarii to the Lycian koinon, so that the two thousand 
 Zuiderhoek 2009, 167-169 tabulated 85 foundations in the Greek East that had specific capital sums in 464
denarii, with none in drachmae, but a survey of David Magie’s account 1950 535, 586, 615-631 yield some 
examples – At Pergamon there was a bequest of 100,000 drachmae to the city, by one Caius Julius 
Maximus, who held various magistracies and priesthoods after retiring as a legionary tribune. There were 
endowments from the Lycian community of Telmessus where 560,058 “light drachmae” were used for the 
gymnasium there, when other Lycian communities stated construction projects and endowments in denarii. 
Tiberius Claudius Atticus Herodes spent 7,000,000 drachmae building a bath at Alexandria Troas. Imperial 
benefactions in drachma can match and at times exceed private benefactors in scale. Antoninus Pius gave 
250,000 drachmae as for the rebuilding of the city of Stratoniceia after a severe earthquake struck soon 
after the emperor’s accession. Hadrian gave 10,000,000 drachmae for a building program in Pergamon that 
included a grain-market, a gymnasium, and the temple of Zeus at the request of the sophist Antonius 
Polemo; on another occasion, the same Polemo secured from Hadrian a sum of 500,000 drachmae for 
acquiring columns of marble and porphyry for the anointing-room of the gymnasium.
 Marek 208-209; 212-23.465
 Takmer 2007, 174-175.466
 SEG 30.1534. Λυκίω[ν] | τὸ κοινὸν Ὀπραµόα[ν] | Ἀπολλωνίου δὶς τοῦ Καλ|λιάδου Ῥοδιαπολείτην || καὶ 467
Μυρέα καὶ Παταρέα | καὶ Τλωέα καὶ Ξάνθιον καὶ | Τελµεσέα καὶ Λιµυρέα, πο|λειτευόµενον δὲ καὶ ἐν ταῖς | 
κατὰ Λυκίαν πόλεσιν πάσαις, || τὸν γεγονότα ἀρχιερέα τῶν | Σεβαστῶν, τὸν δὲ αὐτὸν καὶ | γραµµατέα 
Λυκίων, χαρισά|µενον ταῖς µὲν πόλεσιν | ἰδίᾳ ἑκάστῃ πλεῖστα, τῷ δὲ || ἔθνει ἀγροὺς φέροντας προ|σόδου 
κατ’ ἔτος (δηνάρια) ἐξ, ὧ[ν] | λαµβάνουσιν Λυκίων ἕκα[σ]|τος τῶν κοινοβούλων | ἀνὰ (δηνάρια) δέκα. 
Pleket and Stroud comments that the estate’s worth was likely 250,000 denarii stated in SEG 30.1535 ll. 
2-3, which would make the revenue stand at 8%, higher than the 5%-6% revenue in western provinces.
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members of the koinoboulion would receive 10 denarii each. A separate inscription on a 
white marble stele with pediment recorded a list of “δωρεὰ,” including a 250,000 bequest 
without clear denarius or drachma notation to the Lycian koinon.  The predominance of 468
other such benefactions to koina in the Greek East makes it difficult to envision a 
scenario where a koinon would have given a large sum in provincial denomination as 
payment for services rendered. 
 A simple explanation is that Lucian was not consciously distinguishing between 
the denarial and the drachma standard when he wrote that Sisinnes would receive 10,000 
drachmae (δραχµὰς ληψόµενον µυρίας µισθὸν τῆς µάχης,) since from the Hadrianic 
period onwards, all drachma standards except the Egyptian were tariffed at a one-to-one 
rate.  The corollary is that Lucian’s reference to the drachma in his accounts concerning 469
the people and the transactions taking place in the cities of the coastal Paphlagonian 
koinon was no literary conceit, but a straightforward narration that would be 
acknowledged by his audience as the normal experience of everyday life. In turn, it 
would not be inconceivable that a certain portion of a koinon’s cash funds was in 
provincial coinage, though we do not know whether a koinon would accept provincial 
coinage in satisfaction of the financial obligations of individual cities. The “metropolis” 
coins issued by Heraclea Pontica and Amastris during the Hadrianic period suggest that 
we should not reject the idea wholesale. For cities like Amastris and Heraclea that were 
not known to have issued silver coinage in the imperial period, the issuance of the bronze 
 SEG 30.1535 ll. 22-23 πᾶσι δὲ τοῖς ἐν Λυκίαι κατὰ πόλιν βουλευταῖς ἀνα (δραχµὰς) Ι; ll. 39-40 τοῖς δὲ 468
λοιποῖς πολείται[ς κ]αὶ | µετοίκοις ἀνὰ (δραχµὰς) Ι.
 Howgego 1985, 53.469
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“metropolis” coins might have provided much needed financial tools for small 
transactions during festivities, when increased transactions would lead to more demand 
for the full range of small denominations.  
 Also, the composition of coins issued in the second-century CE from the Amasra 
Museum and the Amaseia Museum indicates that the ratio of provincial versus imperial 
standard coinage stood roughly at between 2:1 (n=17) and 3:1 (n=277) respectively. 
Among the 200 provincial coins from the Amaseia Museum there are also 89 silver coins 
of various denomination in the drachma standard issued by the mint in Caesarea.  This 470
number is interesting because it exceeded the number of second-century CE silver denarii 
in the Amaseia Museum. It has been assumed that mints of provincial coinage issued only 
a limited quantity of coins and only supplemented imperial coinage, but the ratio from 
Amasra and Amaseia, along with Lucian’s descriptions of the use of the drachma in 
coastal Paphlagonian cities, suggests that provincial coinage could also have been more 
prevalent than what we can now observe in the numismatic records.  
 In short, if the koinon required regular contributions from its member cities in 
addition to being presented with gifts by wealthy dignitaries to maintain its operations, it 
would likely need to account for the availability of monetary instruments that were at the 
disposal of its constituent cities. There might be a role for the argentarii in the equation, 
should the koinon have required all contributions in provincial coinage to be exchanged 
into coins of the denarial standard. Yet if the main expenditure concerned provincial 
 If we expand the chronological scope to examine the Caesarean coins for the first two centuries, we 470
would have 101 specimens across 22 types of Caesarean coinage minted between the reign of Nero down to 
the reign of Commodus, with a concentration of 51 specimens of various drachm denominations issued 
during the reign of Hadrian. All are silver Caesarean drachms save for 5 bronze specimens issued in the 
Antonine Period.
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establishments, agencies and service providers, there is little reason for the koinon to 
reject a variety of silver and bronze provincial coinage collected from different sources 
and by a variety of methods in order to make payments for the preparation of festivities 
and to better faciliate transactions when festivities actually take place. Lucian’s 
exclamatory sum of 10,000 drachmae may not be entirely fictitious when viewed from 
the perspective of the availability of cash to make the payment. Yet even the largest prize 
for agonistic festivals rarely exceeded one talent or 6,000 drachmae. There is good basis 
to consider the 10,000 drachmae overblown, even though Lucian may have chosen such 
an incredible sum in light of his knowledge of the prize money for major agonistic 
victories. 
3.3.3 Summary 
 Our assessment of whether the payment of 10,000 drachmae to Toxaris makes 
sense to Lucian’s audience comes down to one of context. Perhaps Lucian expected his 
audience to consider the amount sensible, given their familiarity with prize money 
awarded in the gymnastic context, such as that which a top athlete at the worldwide 
games of the Ourania (or Eurycleia) at Sparta would receive. The gymnastic context is 
not entirely absent from Lucian’s tale. Toxaris says that Sisinnes brought him “on the 
pretext of going to see a τερµνόν τι καὶ παράδοξον θέαµα τῶν Ἑλληνικῶν,” which 
emphasised the novel, unorthodox, but Hellenic nature of the show. The problem is that 
Sisinnes received the payment not as “ἀθλά” – the reward of victory in agonistic context, 
but rather as a sort of participation fee. In other words, there would be a disjunction if we 
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assume that Lucian intended to fulfil the expectations of some spectacle of the Hellenes 
that was novel and unorthodox by grafting an agonistic concept of a reward for victory to 
the gladiatorial spectacle. We are left with two options: that the payment was pure fiction, 
or that it was based on an actual practice that had hitherto been unattested beyond 
Lucian’s tale, but was part of the repertoire in cities less renowned, such as Amastris.  
 We agree with Cumont’s brief but critical assessment of Lucian’s account: that it 
described the essence of such a koinon spectacle, and how the status of Amastris was 
closely tied to its ability there to present such an impressive koinon spectacle.  We 471
further posit that Lucian’s tale may have preserved the details of a critical mechanism that 
allowed the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus to maintain its vitality, by using payment set 
to the scale of the agonistic athla to encourage the citizenry to participate in gladiatorial 
spectacles that were directly associated with the imperial cult.  
3.4 Conclusion 
 The result of examining the epigraphic and literary record concerning the vitality 
of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus confirms that there were games and spectacles held 
at Sinope, Amisus, and Amastris, and Heraclea, with the single attestation of a High 
Priest of Pontus, was likely a venue for the activities of the koinon as well. The games 
and spectacles of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus are indications of the prosperity of 
the koinon cities involved. We need not optimistically assume that the gladiatorial 
spectacles presented by the Pontarchs at Sinope and at Amisus were on par with those 
 Cumont 1903, 274 fn. 5. See page 168 fn. 407.471
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presented at Ephesus and Smyrna, but the spectacular display would have been 
impressive to the audience, and it is in this respect that Lucian’s account of the 
gladiatorial spectacle at Amastris makes sense. We should also consider the single 
attestation of the games of the Koinon of Pontus in the victory list of Rufus the Sinopean 
boxer. The ranking of these games in relation to other events from the same victory list 
suggests that the games of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus were on par with koinon 
and municipal events from Bithynia, Macedonia, Galatia and Cappadocia, though it 
belonged a tier lower than the various games of the Koinon of Asia.  
 We are able further to examine how the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus managed 
to maintain its vitality within its member cities. Our analysis of Lucian’s account suggests 
that there is a good basis for interpreting the gladiatorial spectacle attended by Toxaris 
and his friend Sisinnes as derived from Lucian’s knowledge of Amastrian koinon 
spectacle. Young men might take an interest in koinon spectacle, enticed by the prospect 
of monetary reward for their participation. The need for financial instruments increased 
as a result, and this led to the demand for collecting a wide range of provincial coinage 
from neighboring cities and regions in order to facilitate payment for services, as well as 
to make small transactions more convenient.  
 In sum, the general pattern of the relationship between koina and cities in the 
Greek East is that the vitality of the koinon depended upon its constituent cities and the 
leading elites that funded them. The coastal Paphlagonian koinon was particularly 
restricted by the lack of urbanisation during the first century CE, but gradually the vitality 
of the koinon increased along with the growth of urbanisation in coastal Paphlagonia. The 
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festivities hosted by the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, in particular the agonistic games, 
may further have created an accelerating effect that was conducive to regionalisation, as 
leading elites were obligated to invest in common projects that did not immediately 
contribute to their performance of philotimia that would have made their own patriae 
better. Alternatively, the elites from cities that declared themselves as metropoleis – such 
as Amastris and Heraclea – may have contributed to the koinon events in order to make 
their own city better. In this case, the investments made to the koinon by Amastrian elites 
who served as koinon officials would have an accelerating effect on both regionalisation 
and urbanisation. Since Amastrians maintained a constant stream of investments that 
increased both the local prosperity as well as the regional standing of the city in the 
second century CE, we posit that Amastris attained considerable prominence during this 
same period of time. In the next chapter, we examine the dissemination of a 
chronographic practice used at Amastris to Abonuteichos and Sinope in the late second 
and early third centuries CE, and the potential connection between such a spread of 
chronographic practice and rising Amastrian influence among coastal Paphlagonian 
cities.  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Appendix 1: Inscriptions on the Origins of Gladiators 
Table 6. Findsite and Origin of Gladiators 
Carter no. Findsite Origin References
13 Tomis Dacia Σκίρτος Δακήσις
39 Philippopolis Thessalonike πατρὶς δέ µου Θεσσαλονείκη
42 Philippopolis Pergamon Φλαµεάτῃ ῥητιαρίῳ πρώτῳ 
πάλῳ Περγαµηνῷ
46 Plotinopolis Smyrna [δεῖνος] µυρµύλλων Ζµύρνης
68 Beroia Ephesus Ζµαράγδος Νυµφέρατι 
Ἐφεσίῳ
69 Beroia Pautalia (Thrace) πατρὶς δἐ µοι Παυταλία
80 Beroia Arpeinos (Arpi, Apulia?) Πόπλις ὁ καὶ Μαρίσκος 
Ἀρπεῖνος 
87 Thessaloniki Lacedaemon Τίτος Φλαουίος Σάτυρος 
Νεικηφόρῳ Συνέτου 
Λακεδαιµονίῳ τῷ καὶ 
Ναρκίσσῳ σεκούτορι
94 Thessaloniki Thessaloniki πάτρας ἀπὸ Θεσσαλονεί
101 Dion Smyrna Μαριανῷ τῷ ἰδίῳ ἀνδρὶ τῷ 
καὶ Κωνωπᾷ Σµυρνέῳ
104 Larissa Cyzikos οὔνοµα πρὶν Λαγένης, ἥµην 
δὲ γένει ΚΥζικηνός, ὅστις 
πυκτεύσας Ἀσίαν, Θρᾷκην, 
Μακεδονίαν, ἀθλῶν δὲ ἐν 
Λαρείσηι τὸ πεπρωµένον 
µοίρης ἀπέδωκα
131 Gortyn Troy ἡ δὲ πατρὶς Τρωάς µοι
163 Nicomedeia Apamea οὔνοµα µοι παγανὸν 
Ἀπολλώνις ἐκλήθην οὗ πατρὶς 
Ἀπάµεια, νῦν δὲ Νικοµηδείας 
µε γα῀ιιᾳ πρὸς δάπεδον 
κατέχει µε µίτος καὶ νήµατα 
Μοιρῶν
175 Claudiopolis Macedon Φιλοκύνηγος ἐγὼ Μακεδὼν 
ῥητιάριος ἄλειπτος
195 Pergamon Nicomedeia οὐνοµα µοι Χρηστεῖνος τὸ 
πρὶν, ἀνέθρεψεν δὲ γαῖα 
Βειθυνῶν πρώτη Νικοµήδεια
203 Cyzicus Nicopolis ὑπόµνηµα Νυµφέρωτος ὁ καὶ 
Νεικάνωρ Νεικοπολείτης 
207 Cyzicus Apros οὔοµα δ᾽ ἦν µοι τὸ πρὶν 
Διονύσιος, Ἀπρηνῶν δ᾽ 
ἀνεθρέψατο γαῖα
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211 Smyrna ?
236 Smyrna Nikomedia, Smyrna, 
Pergamon, Laodikea
Σελείνις Νεικοµηδεύς, 
Κέστιλλος Σµυρναῖος, 
Λυκοφόντης Περγαµηνός, 
Κάστορ Λαδεικεους
271 Ephesus Egypt Νίλου ἐπὶ προχοαῖς γενόµην
314 Philadelphia Perge Πέργη δέ µοι πάτρα
315 Philadelphia Philadelphia εἰ δὲ νόσῳ προδοθεὶς ὑπὸ 
Μύρης ὧδε ἐφονεύθην, ὄγδον 
πυκτεύσας ἔσχα τέλος 
θανάτου, τοῦτ᾽ ἔφερεν 
Στεφάνῳ πρὸς Φιλαδελφέων 
ἄστυ κατελθεῖν.
331 Synnada Smyrna ἐπαγάθῳ σεκουνδαρούδῃ 
Σµυρναίῳ
352 Laodiceia ep Lykos Smyrna? Ἀµµία τῷ ἀνδρὶ Σωζοµένῳ 
Σµυρναίῳ µνείας χάριν
353 Laodiceia ep Lykos Thyateira Καλλιµόρῳ τῷ ἰδίῳ ἀνδρὶ 
Θυατειρηνῷ
430 Xanthus Libya οὗ πατρὶς ἦν Λιβύη, νῦν δὲ 
Ξάνθοιό µε γαῖα αυξανίον 
δάπεδον κατέχει σὺν δόγµατι 
Μοιρον.
454 Ancyra Asia Καλλείδροµος Ἀσειανὸς ὁ 
θρασὺς ἐν σταδίοις πρῶτος 
πάλος ῥητιαρίων
455 Ancyra Anazarbus (Cilicia) Δαναὸς θραῖξ πάλος πρῶτος 
Κίλιξ Ἀναζαρβεύς
465 Asia Minor? Asia? Ἡλειωδωρὶς Ἁπλέρωτι γυνὴ 
εἰδεία µνήµης χάριν Ἀσειανῷ 
προβοκάτορι
Findsite Origin ReferencesCarter no.
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Appendix 2: Numismatic Evidence from Amastris and Heraclea Pontica 
Table 7. Amasra Museum Coins issued in the Second Century CE
37 Trajan/Abundantia 98-100 CE Rome AE 
dupondius
11 Trajan/Pallas 98-117 CE Bithynia/Heracleia 
Pontica
AE
38 Trajan/Trajan’s column 113 CE Rome AR denarius
16 Hadrian/Octastyle temple 117-138 CE Bithynia/Koinon 
Beithynias
AE
23 Hadrian/Mount Argaeus 117-138 CE Cappadocia/
Caesarea
AR drachm
39 Hadrian/Crescent moon with seven 
stars
125-128 CE Rome AR denarius
40 Hadrian/figure with patera and 
sceptre
134-138 CE Rome AE 
dupondius
13 Antoninus Pius/Hestia 138-161 CE Bithynia/Tion AE
8 Lucius Verus/Ares 161-169 CE Paphlagonia/
Amastris
AE
9 Lucius Verus/Nemesis 161-169 CE Paphlagonia/
Amastris
AE
10 Lucius Verus/Galley 161-169 CE Paphlagonia/
Amastris
AE
26 Lucius Verus/ΘΕΑC CYΡΙΑC 
ΙΕΡΟΠΟ in wreath
161-169 CE Syria/Hierapolis AE
7 Faustina II/Hygeia 161-175 CE Paphlagonia/
Amastris
AE
42 Faustina II/female standing 161-175 CE uncertain mint AE as
6 Marcus Aurelius/Ram 161-180 CE Paphlagonia/
Amastris
AE
14 Marcus Aurelius/Asklepios 161-180 CE Bithynia/Tion AE
41 Marcus Aurelius/Victory 166 CE Rome AR denarius
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Table 8. Howgego Countermarks p. 76 
Howgego Cmk no. Reign Denomination Diameter (n) Weight (n)
Cmk 826 
Amastris
Caracalla 8 28 (1) 13.3 (1)
Cmk 771 
Tium?
Balbinus 3 23 (5) 6.9 (4)
Cmk 789 
Tium?
Hostilian 4 22 (34) 6.4 (34)
Cmk 809 
Tium?
Philip I 6 26 (47) 9.0 (42)
Cmk 825 
Tium?
Vlerian-
Gallienus
8 28 (34) 12.5 (34)
Cmk 827 
Tium-Heracleia?
Gallus 8 28 (9) 12.2 (9)
Cmk 808 
Heraclea
Tranquillina 6 26 (3) 8.8 (3)
Cmk 824 
Heraclea
Valerian 8 29 (20) 12.6 (20)
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Table 9. Trajanic “Metropolis” coins from Heraclea Pontica and Amastris 
RPC no. Diameter Average 
Weight
RPC no. Diameter Average 
Weight
3.1161 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 93)
33 mm 20.23 g 
3.1163 Heraclea 
Pontica  
(Rec 98)
32 mm 17.25 g 
(17.25-17.32 
g)
3.1205 Amastris 
(Rec 50)
32 mm 23.29 g 
3.1172 Heraclea 
Pontica  
(Rec 97)
30 mm 17.59 g 
3.1164 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 91-2)
28 mm 17.42 g 
(15.06-19.37 
g)
3.1162 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 100) 
98/102 CE
27 mm 10.94 g 3.1208 Amastris 
(Rec 51a) 
116/117 CE
27 mm 9.945 g 
(9.65-10.24 g)
3.1165 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 99)
24 mm 8.25 g 
(7.59-8.92 g)
3.1166 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 94)
24 mm 8.74 g 
(8.65-8.83 g) 
3.1168 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 101)
24 mm 5.40 g 
(3.80-6.73 g)
3.1175 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 96)
24 mm 7.63 g 
(7.17-8.09 g)
3.1167 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 89) 
102/14 CE
21 mm 4.84 g 
(5.30-4.21 g)
3.1204a Amastris 
(Forum coins) 
22 mm 4.76 g
3.1170 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(O Milne 1926)
21 mm 4.88 g 
(5.39-4.36 g)
3.1176 Heraclea 
Pontica  
(Rec 90)
21 mm 4.60 g 
(3.82-5.87 g)
3.1169 Heraclea 
Pontica 
(Rec 95)
20 mm 3.72 g 
(3.26-4.17 g)
3.1207 Amastris 
(vA 6808)
20 mm 5.38 g 
(5.49-5.27 g)
3.1209 Amastris 
(Rec 28)
20 mm 5.37 g 
3.1210 Amastris 
(Rec 29)
18 mm 4.28 g 
(3.94-4.61 g)
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4. APPROACHING COMMON TIME 
 In this chapter, we focus on time reckoning, a method of expression of time that 
many cities in the Greek East used to cultivate their unique sense of communal history. 
While time reckoning in the Greek East was predominantly used by communities to 
express individual time, there are several systems of time reckoning that were shared. The 
question to examine in this chapter is whether studying shared expressions of time can 
clarify how a shared identity was formed. One example is the province of Asia, which 
had a uniform calendar standardised by the joint efforts of the Roman governor and the 
Koinon of Asia. The standardisation led to a shared cyclical rhythm that had wide-
reaching effects on how the cities of Asia and their common assembly operated. The 
cyclical rhythm of the Koinon is observable in the periodic nature of elections and 
festivities, described in the earlier chapters. One example of such rhythm at the koinon 
level is touched upon in Aelius Aristides’ Sacred Tales. The nomination of the High 
Priesthood of Asia would first take place at the local level at the beginning of the Asiatic 
year in mid-Summer, followed by the koinon assembly that elects the common High 
Priest from among the candidates.  The Koinon of Asia was structured carefully around 472
local time, so that its constituent cities could produce coherent positions and nominations 
to bring to the koinon assembly. Yet, the shared beginning of the year marked an 
important acknowledgement by the communities regulated by the calendar: they shared a 
 Aristid. Hieroi Logoi 4.100 ἱσταµένου δὲ τοῦ ἔτους καὶ γιγνοµένης ἐκκλησίας τῆς πρώτης ἧκον ἐκ 472
δήµου καλοῦντές µε . . . αὶ συµβαίνει µετὰ τοῦτο συνέδρους µὲν ἐξιέναι Σµυρναίων εἰς Φρυγίαν ἄνω καὶ 
µέλλειν φέρειν τοὐµὸν ὄνοµα ἐν τῷ συνεδρίῳ τῷ κοινῷ . . . [When the year began and the first assembly 
was being held, men came from the demos to summon me . . . and it happened after this, that the delegates 
of Smyrna went to Upper Phrygia and intended to nominate me in the Provincial Assembly . . . after this, 
there was an appeal, a summons of the governor, and a summons of the Savior to Pergamum]
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common sense of time that in turn defined the shared rhythms of their everyday lives. We 
envision that similar designs – koinon time constructed upon civic time – would make 
sense in coastal Paphlagonia as well. 
 The Amastrian calendar is an important example of civic time, and serves as the 
point of departure for our discussion in the first part of this chapter. The Amastrian 
calendar has no apparent relation to the Julian calendar, and has a considerable longevity 
that continues until the mid-third century CE. The combination of the stable presence of 
the Amastrian calendar and the many Amastrians who were eventually elected as koinon 
leaders leads to the thesis that Amastrian civic time was critical to Koinon time. In the 
second part of this chapter, we move to consider the reckoning of the year in coastal 
Paphlagonia, of which we are better informed than in the reckoning of the month. From 
Heraclea to Amisus, each municipal center had its own reckoning of the year. The case of 
Sinope is unique. This Roman colony changed its colonial era (with an epoch or starting 
date of 45 BCE) to the Lucullan era (with an epoch of 70 BCE) in the Severan period, 
after two centuries of continuous use. This adoption is a curious change that has not been 
satisfactorily explained. In the third part of this chapter we move towards an explanation 
of why the Lucullan era was more than the time-reckoning system used by one city in 
coastal Paphlagonia. From epigraphic and numismatic evidence available, the longevity 
and visibility of the Lucullan era at Amastris are much more significant when compared 
with those in Abonuteichos and Sinope. When also considering Sinope’s adoption of the 
Lucullan era at the turn of the third century CE, we posit that Sinope’s adoption of the 
Lucullan era was a step towards closer integration with Amastris. 
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4.1 The Amastrian Calendar 
 The Amastrian calendar has been described as Macedonian because the names of 
its months were identical with those that were described as Macedonian in ancient 
sources.  Yet, the Macedonian calendar is a nomenclature used to describe the systems 473
of time-reckoning that were based upon the calendar originating in Macedonia, but these 
were themselves assimilated calendars and far removed from the original state of 
computation.  In this sense, the Amastrian calendar ought to be understood as a local 474
calendar that may or may not share the traits of the more dominant types of assimilated 
Macedonian calendars, like the Seleucid or the Ptolemaic variants. We examine evidence 
of Amastrian months from 15 Amastrian inscriptions dated between 109 CE to 251 CE, 
listed below, in Table 10. Here, the chronographic formula consists of three entries, the 
year, the month and the day. The context of the inscriptions is predominantly funerary, 
with only one dedicatory inscription. While we have no indication that the chronographic 
formula was used in official context, its seeminly ubiquitous presence in the funerary 
context suggests that the inhabitants of the Amastrian territory considered the 
chronographic formula to have been an important aspect of their everyday lives. In this 
 Mendel 1902, 288 identified the calendar as Bithynian based on the name Deios in no. 15 of the 473
Amastrian chronography above, but Marek 1985, 151 and Leschhorn 1993, 165 demonstrated that the 
month names are Macedonian. Samuel 1972, 139.
 The terms Macedo-Hellenic, Macedo-Syrian, and Macedo-Egyptian were employed by Greswell 1862, 474
26-28, to describe the different systems of calendars with Macedonian months. Samuel 1972, 140-145, the 
Syro-Macedonian or Seleucid calendar adapted of the Babylonian lunar calendar 19 year cycle, with the 
insertion of seven lunar months over a period 19 years to resolve the intercalation, 140. Samuel 1972, 
145-149, the Macedo-Egyptian or Ptolemaic calendar was an adaptation of the Egyptian solar calendar with 
each month 30 days and 5 epagomenal days to form 365 days, with the quarter day anomaly dictating the 
beginning of the year, and would fall on 31 August, upon the arrival of Octavian in Egypt, 145.
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respect, the study of the symbolism and significance of the chronographic formula is an 
important approach to understanding the habitual tendencies in Amastris and potentially 
other cities in coastal Paphlagonia as well. 
Table 10. Amastrian Chronography 
 The list shows three distinct traits. The first is the use of Macedonian 
nomenclature, which places the Amastrian calendar within a family of calendars in the 
Greek East that shows such continuation of Hellenistic influence in their local time 
Chronographic Formula Year Month Marek Purpose
1 ακτ´ µηνὸς | Ἀπελλαίου βʹ 321=251 CE Apellaios 2nd n.56 funerary
2 ἔτους δνσ´, µηνὶ | Περειτίῳ 254=184 CE Per(i)tios n.55 funerary
3 µηνὸς Ὑπερβερεταίου ηʹ n/a Hyperberetaios 8th n.102 funerary
4 ἔτους βλς´ µηνὸς Δύσ(τρου). 222=152 CE Dystros n.74 funerary
5 ἔτους βσ´, µηνὸς | Δύστρου κεʹ. 202=132 CE Dystros 25th n.90 funerary
6 ἔτος απρ´, µηνὸς Ξανδικο[ῦ] 181=111 CE Xandikos n.62 funerary
7 µηνὸς Ἀρτεµ]εισίου κʹ n/a Artem(i)sios 20th n.36 funerary
8 ἔτους δνσ´ µηνὸς Δαεισίου δʹ 254=184 CE D(a)isios 4th n.48 funerary
9 εκσ´ πρὸ α´ καλ. Σεπτεµβρίων Λώου ζι
´ 
225=155 CE August 31st/Loos 
17th
n.44 funerary
10 ἐν τῷ γοσ´ ἔτι Λώου ακʹ 273=203 CE Loos 21st n.45 funerary
11 ἔτους δισ´, Γορπιαίου αʹ 214=144 CE Gorpiaios 1st n.97 funerary
12 ετους απρ´, µηνὸς Δίου 181=111 CE Dios n.50 funerary
13 ἔτους ζπ[σ´ | µη]|νὸς Δείου (2)87=117 
CE?
D(i)os n.59 funerary
14 ἔτους γϙρ´, µηνὸς Δε[ίου] 193=123 CE D(i)os n.62 funerary
15 ἔτους θορ´ µηνὸς Δείου | νεοµηνίᾳ 179=109 CE D(i)os (1st?) n.113 dedicatory
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reckoning.  The second is the single reference to the Julian calendar in no. 9 of the 475
catalogue, which is an indication that the imperial calendrical system was rarely used at 
Amastris for everyday purposes. The third is no. 15 in the catalogue, which contains a 
reference to the new moon for the month of Dios. This observation of the new moon is 
characteristic of a lunar or lunisolar calendar, because it would determine the beginning 
of a month by observing the appearance of the new moon. The three traits are important 
to our understanding of the Amastrian calendar, as they allow us to envision the 
correlation of the Amastrian with the Julian calendar and other Macedonian calendars that 
were of provincial rather than municipal importance. These aspects are explored in the 
following sections. 
4.1.1 The Macedonian Connection 
 The Macedonian connection of the Amastrian calendar is, in bare essence, a 
matter of nomenclature, as we learn from the Hemerologia about the considerable 
variations that exist among calendars with names of Macedonian months.  The reason is 476
that, while many calendars in the Greek East continued to show Macedonian influence, 
 Evidence for the influence of Egyptian and Babylonian calendrical systems on the Seleucid calendar 475
include occasional references in literary sources, such as Ptolemy’s Almagest. Samuel 1972, 140 discusses 
three cases of concordance between Egyptian and Seleucid Macedonian months that could be used to 
deduce the first day of the Macedonian month, as well as the first visibility of the moon at Babylon. Also, 
Samuel 1972, 141 discusses concordance between Babylonian and Macedonian months: Plut. Alex. 75-76 
on the different dates of Alexander’s death identifies Daisios 30 and Daisios 28, which can be aligned with 
the Babylonian month of Airau 29 in an entry in the astronomical diary. Sachs 1955 no. 209 qtd. in Stern 
2012, 155.
 Kubitscheck 1915. While the source of the Hemerologia remains unknown, Kubitschek proposes 476
Ptolemy as a possible source of the original compilation, and was later reworked. Kubitschek 1915, 79-81, 
points to several indications: the name Byzantion is still used, as opposed to Constantinople; the existence 
of the Arabic calendar, which would be after 106 CE; the use of the chronological tables, which could be 
the so-called προχείρων καν´νων διάταξις καὶ ψηφοφορία, or “scheme and manipulation of the ready 
tables.” Samuel 1972, 173-174, for brief introduction.
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they were not coterminous with each other. As city-states and kingdoms in Anatolia broke 
away from the Seleucids, they also lapsed from strict observance of the Babylonian 19-
year cycle, the defining feature of the Seleucid calendar.   477
 Following the annexations of various parts of the Greek East to the Roman 
imperium, there were further deviations from their Macedonian legacy. We know, for 
example, that the provincial governor Paullus Fabius Maximus of 9/8 BCE ordered the 
calendar of Asia, which used Macedonian nomenclature, to begin its year with Augustus’ 
birthday. In addition, the calendar of the province of Lycia, also nominally Macedonian, 
became coterminous with the Julian calendar. We note that the Tyrian calendar and a few 
others show no apparent relationship with the Julian calendar, and hence creates another 
category as we attempt to locate the Amastrian calendar within the Macedonian 
calendrical matrix.  
 The variations of the Macedonian calendar discussed above are presented in the 
following table, along with the Bithynian calendar – which does not use Macedonian 
nomenclature – for purposes of comparison. The Julian calendar is used to serve as the 
chronological anchor, in order to give a general reference to what time of the year a 
month of the Macedonian and the Bithynian calendars would correspond to. We note that 
a precise correspondence between the Julian months and the individual Macedonian and 
Bithynian calendars would require a much more detailed layout to account for the 
different beginnings of the year, as will be demonstrated in a later example. 
 Stern 2012, 248.477
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Table 11. Sequence of Months according to Kubitschek 1915, pp. 42-53 
 It is apparent that, apart from the months of Audynaios and Panemos, all of the 
names attested in the relevant lines of the Amastrian inscriptions selected earlier can be 
found among the calendars tabulated above. The concordance of the August 31st-Loos 
17th of 155 CE further suggests that we ought to envision the Amastrian calendrical 
sequence as falling within the general contours of the Hellenic and Tyrian calendars. For 
precision, we tabulate the transitions between August and September to arrive at a 
comprehensive view of the Amastrian calendar within the selection of calendrical 
systems. To prepare for the tabulation, we need to consider the issue of the length of 
Loos. If we assume the Amastrian calendar to be identical with the overall structure of 
these calendars, which all have 365 days, it could have been structurally designed like the 
HELLENIC* LYCIA ASIA** BITHYNIA TYRE
JAN Audynaios Dios Peritios Herakleios Apellaios
FEB Peritios Apellaios Dystros Dios Audynaios
MAR Dystros Audynaios Xanthikos Bendidios Peritios
APR Xanthikos Peritios Artemisios Stratios Dystros
MAY Artemisios Dystros Daisios Periepios Xanthikos
JUN Daisios Xanthikos Panemos Areios Artemisios
JUL Panemos Artemisios Loos Aphrodisios Daisios
AUG Loos Daisios Gorpiaios Demetrios Panemos
SEP Gorpiaios Panemos Hyperberetaios Heraios Loos
OCT Hyperberetaios Loos Dios Hermaios Gorpiaios
NOV Dios Gorpiaios Apellaios Metroos Hyperberetaios
DEC Apellaios Hyperberetaios Audynaios Dionysios Dios
* Manuscripts describe as the common Hellenic calendar (Ἑλλήνῶν) in Kubitchek 1915, 2-12 
(Florence MS); 16-25 (Leiden MS); 27-38 (Vatican MS).
** Manuscripts describe variously as the Asian and the Ephesian in the Florence and Leiden 
MS, and in the Vatican MS, variously as the Asian or the Asian-Pamphylian.
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Tyrian calendar with 30- and 31-day months without epagomenal days, or it could be 
structured with 30-day months with epagomenal days, and the assignment of these 
epagomenal days could be arbitrary, as the purpose is only to reconcile the expected 
number of days in a year.  A survey of the length of days of each month in the 478
calendars, shown below, indicates that Loos is either 30 or 31 days in length. Group 1, 
being coterminous with the Julian calendar, assigns Loos 31 days, and the calendar of 
Asia in Group 2 also assigns it this length, despite being of a different configuration. The 
difference is the Tyrian calendar, with Loos being 30 days.  479
Table 12. Calendars Compared: Greswell 1862; Kubitschek 1915; Samuel 1972. 
 We tentatively assign 30 days to the month of Loos in the Amastrian calendar, 
since the single concurrence with the Julian calendar suggests a more distant relationship 
Hellenic 365 Lycia 365 Asia 365 Bithynia 365 Tyre 365
Jan 1st Aud(naios) Di. Jan 24 Dys. 28d.* Herakleios 28d. Jan 17 Aud. 30d.
Feb 1st Per(itios) Ape. Feb 21 Xan. 31d. Dios 30d. Feb 16 Per. 30 d.
Mar 1st Dys(tros) Aud. Mar 24 Art. 30d. Bendidios 31d. Mar 18 Dys. 31 d.
Apr 1st Xan(thikos) Per. Apr 23 Dai. 31d. Stratios 31d. Apr 18 Xan. 31 d.
May 1st Art(emisios) Dys. May 24 Pan. 30d. Periepios 30d. May 19 Art. 31 d.
Jun 1st Dai(sios) Xan. Jun 23 Lo. 31d. Areios 31d. Jun 19 Dai. 31 d.
Jul 1st Pan(emos) Art. Jul 24 Gor. 31d. Aphrodisios 30d. Jul 20 Pan. 31 d.
Aug 1st Lo(os) Dai. Aug 23 Hy 31d. Demetrios 31d. Aug 20 Lo. 30 d.
Sep 1st Gor(piaios) Pan. Sep 23 Di. 31d. Heraios 31d. Sep 19 Gor. 30 d.
Oct 1st Hyp(erberetaios) Lo. Oct 24 Ape. 30d. Hermaios 30d. Oct 19 Hy 30 d.
Nov 1st Di(os) Gor. Nov 23 Aud. 31d. Metroos 31d. Nov 18 Di. 30 d.
Dec 1st Ape(llaios) Hyp. Dec 24 Per. 30 d. Dionysios 31 d. Dec 18 Ape. 30 d.
* The count for the days from the 21st day of Dystros begins at ἐξιόντος 8 instead of ἐξιόντος 
10.
 Samuel 1972, 173; 478
 Stern 2012, 285. 479
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from Groups 1 and 2, which have 31 days for the month. With potential complications 
regarding the length of Loos in mind, we proceed to the tabulation as follows. 
Table 13. August to September Concordance, Kubitschek 1915, pp. 49-50 
 The tabulation makes two aspects of the Amastrian calendar apparent. Firstly, the 
Amastrian calendar could not have coincided with Augustus’ birthday on September 
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
Julian Hellenic Lycia Asia Bithynia Tyre Amastris
August Loos Daisios Gorpiaios Aphrodisios Panemos Loos
15 15 15 23 23 27 1
… … … … … … …
19 19 19 27 27 31 5
Loos
20 20 20 28 28 1 6
21 21 21 29 29 2 7
22 22 22 30 30 3 8
Hyperberetaios Demetrios
23 23 23 1 or Sebastos 1 4 9
24 24 24 1 2 5 10
… … … … … … …
31 31 31 8 9 12 17
September Gorpiaios Panemos
1 1 1 9 10 13 18
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
13 13 13 ἐξίοντος 10 22 25 30
Gorpiaios
14 14 14 ἐξίοντος 9 23 26 1
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
18 18 18 ἐξίοντος 5 27 30 5
Gorpiaios
19 19 19 ἐξίοντος 4 28 1 6
… … … … … … …
22 22 22 30 31 4 9
Dios Heraios
23 23 23 1/Seb. 1 5 10
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23rd, a point observed by Marek.  This means that the Amastrian calendar was not 480
pegged with the Bithynian calendar, which began its New Year on Augustus’ birthday. 
Secondly, the beginning of the month of Loos for the Amastrian calendar would have 
been on August 15th of the Julian calendar, the time when the astronomical new moon 
appeared for the year 155 CE.  This coincidence is intriguing, as it suggests that the 481
Amastrians observed astronomical phenomena to decide the beginning and the length of 
its months. Leschhorn takes this position, and he pointed to a dedicatory inscription from 
Kytoros that contains a reference to the observation of the first visibility of the crescent 
moon for the month of Dios.  A certain Euelpistos, a business representative of Sextus 482
Vibius Gallus, made a dedication to the god Theos Monios upon the appearance of the 
new moon in the month of Dios in 109 CE.  Leschhorn argues that this observance of 483
the lunar phase indicates that the Amastrian calendar preserved many of the traits of its 
Hellenistic calendar, including the alignment of its New Year with the autumnal 
equinox.  We note, however, that the tabulation shows little connection between the 484
beginning of the month of Gorpiaios, Hyperberetaios, and Dios with the autumnal 
 Marek 1985, 151.480
 Leschhorn 1993, 165-166. Thonemann 2015, 130. 481
 Samuel 1972, 14.482
 Marek Kat. Amastris 113. ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ· | θεῷ Μωνίῳ εὐχῇ | Σέξτου Οὐειβί|ου Γάλλου πρειµο||πειλαρίου 483
Εὐέλπι|στος πραγµατευτὴς | ἔτους θορʹ, µηνὸς Δείου | νεοµηνία. [To good fortune. With prayers of Sextus 
Vibius Gallus to Zeus Monios, his business representative Euelpistos (dedicate this) in the year 179 of the 
month of Dios, new moon. (Trans. mine)] Mendel, who published this inscription, proposed that the month 
of Dios referred here is actually the Bithynian month, and hence attests to the influence of the Bithynian 
calendar on coastal Paphlagonian cities. Mendel 1902, 288. However, as Marek pointed out, Dios is also 
the name of a Macedonian month, and since the names of the months at Amastris are identical to the 
Macedonian calendars in the Greek East, the month of Dios ought to be understood as the name of a 
Macedonian instead of a Bithynian month. Marek 1985, 151.
 Leschhorn 1993, 165-166.484
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equinox, which would have taken place in late September of the Julian calendar.  485
Intercalation would have to be assumed to have taken place. It is in this context 
interesting to consider that the beginning of the Amastrian month of Dystros would likely 
have fallen around the vernal equinox on March 25th of the Julian calendar,  assuming 486
that the calendar was structured as a 365-day year with 30-day months and five 
epagomenal days. This points to further likelihood that the Amastrian calendrical system 
looked for fixed astronomical phenomena to structure its year. 
 Furthermore, the Amastrian calendar can be placed within the context of the 
“post-Seleucid” Macedonian calendars used by Antioch, Tyre, Ascalon and Gaza, which 
all had the month of Dios coincide with the Julian months of November and December.  487
Stern regarded this range for the month of Dios as indicative of one or several excessive 
intercalations imposed by the Levantine cities, as they deviated from the strict observance 
of the Babylonian 19-year cycle and conducted their own calendrical computations.  We 488
may accordingly have to account for the possibility that the Amastrian calendar in the 
imperial period was also the accumulative result of a lengthy process of deviation from a 
major calendrical system in the Pontic region. Amastris was originally founded by 
Amastris, the daughter of Darius III’s brother Oxathres, and then wife to Lysimachus 
after the death of her first husband Dionysus of Heraclea Pontica.  Yet the Amastrian 489
 Hannah 2005, 119-120 accounts for errors that could have taken place with the observation of the 485
autumnal equinox, and a range between September 21 to 24.
 The precise date of the vernal equinox in relation to the Julian calendar is written by Calumella 9.14.1 486
and Pliny the Elder NH 18.246-248, cited by Hannah 2005, 114-115.
 Stern 2012, 250-252.487
 Stern 2012, 247.488
 Memnon BNJ 434 5.4-9.489
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calendrical system shows no trace of this Heraclean connection. Instead, it has closer 
relationship to a later development, when Amastris was given to king Ariobarzanes (c. 
265-255 CE) of the Mithridatic kingdom,  and remained subject to the Mithridatids 490
until the Roman annexation in 70 BCE.  In other words, the Amastrian calendar as 491
preserved in the imperial period would most likely have been influenced by the 
Mithridatid calendar, a point to be pursued in the next section. 
 We may conclude that the Amastrian calendar was likely correlated with lunar 
phases and astronomical phenomena, the hallmarks of a lunar calendar. This makes the 
Amastrian calendar similar to the lunar calendars such as the Tyrian discussed earlier, 
because its months are not pegged to the Julian calendar in an apparent fashion. While we 
can accommodate the Amastrian calendar within the group of calendars in the Greek East 
that seem uninflected by the Julian calendar, we note that the calendars that did enter into 
a fixed relationship with the Julian calendar are the Bithynian, Asiatic and Lycian, and 
these encompass the most urbanised areas of Anatolia. In other words, there may be a 
correlation between the low degree of urbanisation and the Amastrian calendar’s 
unpegged relationship with the Julian calendar. The second point to make is the 
Macedonian legacy of the Amastrian calendar, which seemed to have derived from the 
Mithridatic Kingdom from the mid-third century BCE. Since coastal Paphlagonian cities 
shared similar historical trajectories with regard to the Mithridatic and later the Roman 
domination in 70 BCE, there is basis to consider the possibility that the Amastrian 
 Memnon BNJ 434 9.4.490
 Memnon BNJ 434 35.7.491
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calendar is representative of other calendrical systems in coastal Paphlagonia. They can at 
the very least form a group comparable with the Levantine cities that were, as Stern puts 
it, drifting away from a centralised Babylonian calendrical system as they attained 
independence.  The Amastrian calendrical system, as well as those of other coastal 492
Paphlagonian cities, could have been drifting away from the Mithridatid standard in the 
years following Roman annexation, and the low degree of urbanisation of coastal 
Paphlagonia further prevented the forceful subjection of the drifting calendars under the 
Julian system. In turn, the shared historical experience under the Mithridatid kingdom 
may have led coastal Paphlagonian cities to agree to the Mithridatid calendar as the 
possible source of common time in the imperial period, a point to be discussed in the next 
section. 
4.1.2 The Mithridatid Connection 
 In the following, we show that the Seleucid calendrical system was a likely source 
of influence for the Mithridatid calendar due to its relative stability after having adopted 
the Babylonian 19-year cycle. Yet, to speak of a Mithridatid calendar, we assume that the 
Pontic kingdom maintained a calendrical system that set itself apart from that of the 
Seleucid. This is difficult to prove, but the numismatic examples highlighted by de 
Callataÿ give a good indication that the Mithridatid calendar operated with its own 
computations at least by the beginning of the first century BCE. It is this Mithridatid 
calendrical system that may be the basis for common time in coastal Paphlagonian cities. 
 Stern 2012, 250-251.492
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 Indications of the similarity between the Mithridatid and the Seleucid calendar 
come from two inscriptions, found in the Crimea  and Abonuteichos  respectively. 493 494
The two months attested in the two inscriptions are Daisios and Dios, indicating that the 
Mithridatid calendar went by Macedonian names, and therefore likely shared a close 
relationship with the Seleucid calendar. This close relationship concerns two 
assumptions. The first is the strong link between the Mithridatids and the Seleucids in the 
form of royal marriages during the second century BCE.  Burstein and McGing 495
proposed that the close relationship may have led the Mithridatids to use the Seleucid era 
until Mithridates Eupator’s adoption of the royal Bithynian era.  The second is that 496
adoption of the Seleucid era would require a calendar that readily reflected the beginning 
of a Seleucid year. We could then envision that the Macedonian months attested in 
Mithridatid contexts were based upon the Seleucid calendrical system.  
 As for the deviation from the Seleucid calendrical system, we rely on some 
examples of tetradrachm issues from the reign of Mithridates Eupator with Greek 
 ΙΟSΡΕ I² 402 ll. 29-32 ὁ δὲ ὅρκος οὗτος συνετελέσθη ἐν | τῶι ἑβδόµωι καὶ πεντηκοστῶι καὶ ἑκατοστῶι | 493
ἔτει, µηνὸς Δαισίου, καθὼς βασιλεὺς Φαρνάκ[ης] | ἄγει. This inscription, concerning an oath establishing 
friendship between Pharnaces of the Mithridatid Kingdom and Chersonesos, is subject of controversy. The 
problem can be simplified to the question of whether the Seleucid era that was used in the concluding lines 
of the oath, which states that the oath was taken in the month of Daisios of the 157th year, with Pharnakes 
leading the taking of the oath. Burstein 1980, 1-12. SEG 30.962. McGing 1986, 251-254.
 Reinach 1905, 117-119. The preamble includes an invocation of Mithridates V Euergetes, a dynastic era 494
of the 297th year that translates to 137/6 BCE, and finally the month Dios. βασιλεύοντος Μι|θραδάτου 
Εὐεργέτου ἔτους αξρ´ | µηνὸς Δίου· ἔδοξεν φράτορσιν· Δάιπ|ος Κρίτωνος ἱερατεύων εἶπεν κτλ. Only 
Aitolia among Greek mainland and Ionian months, reported by McLean 2002, 160-163, have the month 
name of Δίος; the Hemerologia reports calendars from Sidon, Lykia, Ephesos, Pamphylia, Bithynia, 
Askalon, Tyros, Arab and Gaza as using the month Δίος, in Kubitschek 1915, 116.
 The marriage between Mithridates II (r. 250-210 BCE) and the sister of Seleucus II Callinicus (r. 495
246-225 BCE) is found in Euseb. Chron. 1 118; the marriage between Antiochus III (222-187 BCE) and 
Laodice the daughter of Mithridates II is in Polyb. 5.43.1-4. Achaeus (d. 213 BCE), the vice-regent of 
Antiochus III, also married a daughter of Mithridates II, atttested in Polyb. 5.74.5, 8.19.7, 8.20.11. The 
marriage between Pharnaces I (c. 185-155 BCE) with Nysa is in OGIS 771.
 McGing 1986, 253.496
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numerals denoting the month and regnal year when a coin type was issued. The Greek 
numerals interpreted as months were so taken due to the range of numbers they implicate, 
which are typically between A and IB.  Yet, there are also three examples dated to the 497
years 90, 88, and 74 BCE with the Greek numeral ΙΓ.  The occurrence of a thirteenth 498
month in the three examples can be explained as the intercalary mechanism at work, 
where an embolismic month of a lunar calendar was introduced to reconcile discrepancies 
in computation. Notably, the three intercalations cannot be found in the Babylonian 
calendar, which only intercalated in 87 BCE.  It must be, then, that the Mithridatid 499
calendar had already drifted away from the Seleucid calendrical system before the 
beginning of the first century BCE.  500
 There are also some grounds to consider that there was a variety of Macedonian 
calendars in coastal Paphlagonia that took some time to become assimilated with the 
Mithridatid calendar. An inscription at Sinope used the Macedonian month of Panemos 
for a dedication by a group of prytaneis to Hestia prytaneia without any reference to 
Mithridatic agency.  Uniquely the inscription used no era of any sort, and instead 501
resorted to eponymous offices for chronographic purposes, including the nomophlax, the 
epistates of the boule, as well as the grammateus.  Since Sinope was only annexed by 502
 de Callataÿ 1997, 29.497
 de Callataÿ 1997, 8 (D 38), 10 (D 52), and 18 (D 56-7).498
 de Callataÿ 1997, 29-30.499
 Stern 2012, 248.500
 French 2004, 10 no. 7 ll. 1-3 ν[ο]µοφυλακο[ῦ]ντ[ο]ς Ἐπιδήµου το[ῦ] | Ἐπιέλπο[υ · οἱ] πρυτάνει[ς οἱ] ἐν 501
τῶι | Πανήµ[ωι] µη[νὶ] τ[ῆι] Ἑστίαι Πρυ[τα]νεία[ι] κτλ.
 French 2004, 10 no. 7.502
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the Mithridatids in 183 BCE, we could perhaps assume that the absence of Mithridatid 
kings in this inscription was not a matter of noncompliance, but a dedication made before 
Sinope was annexed by the Mithridatids. We may, in light of two sources, venture to date 
this inscription to as early as the beginning of the Hellenistic period. The first is a 
Sinopean sacred law concerning the conditions for appointing the priest of Poseidon 
Helikonios.  The priest mentions specifically the months of Taureon and Posideon – 503
Milesian months that were still in use before Sinope’s transition to the first Macedonian 
calendar.  The second is a literary source from Arrian’s Anabasis of Alexander, in which 504
we learn that the Sinopeans had sent an embassy to meet “their king” Darius III, but met 
Alexander.  We can assume that Sinope was for some period of time under the influence 505
of the Achaemenids, and came under that of Alexander by 330 BCE, the possible turning 
point when Sinope adopted a Macedonian calendar.  506
 What we have now are some indications that the Mithridatid annexation in 183 
BCE would have led to the introduction of a calendrical system in Sinope that was 
Seleucid, but with Mithridatic characteristics. The question is whether we could expect 
 French 2004, 10 no. 7 ll. 1-4 ἐπὶ τοῖσ[δε συνιστάναι τὸν ἱερέα] | Ποσειδῶνος Ἑλικωνίου· συν[σταθεὶς 503
ἱεράσεται] | µεχρὶ βίου λαµβάνωµ . . . | µεµερισµένοµ. On these conditions to appoint the priest of Poseidon 
Helikonios: the appointee will exercise his priesthood for life, taking . . . as alloted.
 French 2004, 12-13 ll. 8-11 . . . καὶ στε[φανηφορήσει] | ἀπὸ δωδεκάτης τοῦ Ταυρεῶνος ἕω[ς εἰκοστῆς] | 504
[κ]αὶ ἐν τῶι Ποσειδεῶνι µηνὶ ἀπὸ δω[δεκάτης] | ἕως τεσσερεσκαιδεκάτης. ll. 18-20 [β]ουλῆς 
ἐπιστ[ατ]εύοντος Διονυσίο[υ] | [τ]οῦ Ἀρχίππου γραµατεύοντος | Λαµάχου τοῦ Χορηγίωνος. Strab. 12.3.11
 Robinson 1905, 247. Arr. Ana. 3.24.4 τοὺς Σινωπέων δὲ ἀφῆκεν, ὅτι Σινωπεῖς οὔτε τοῦ κοινοῦ τῶν 505
Ἑλλήνων µετεῖχον, ὑπὸ Πέρσαις τε τεταγµένοι οὐκ ἀπεικότα ποιεῖν ἐδόκουν παρὰ τὸν βασιλέα σφῶν 
πρεσβεύοντες. [But he released envoys from Sinope, since the Sinopeans were not part of the Greek league 
but subject to Persia, and he did not think they were acting unreasonably in sending an embassy to their 
own king. Trans. Brunt]
 Robinson 1905, 248. Tacitus Hist. 4.83 mentioned a certain king called Scydrothemis, who received 506
embassy from Ptolemy I. Robinson points out that upon knowing Ptolemy’s request, the king called an 
assembly of the people, which eventually opposed the king’s plans. As such, it is possible that 
Scydrothemis was a tyrant and was subject to the decision of an ekklesia.
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the Mithridatid calendrical system to continue down into the imperial period to coincide 
with the Amastrian calendar. It is here, with the few references to earlier use of the 
Macedonian months in Sinope and Abonuteichos, that our trail of evidence ends, but the 
regionalising force of a standard calendrical system has already been put in place by the 
Mithridatids from the third to the second century BCE. Following the annexation of 
Amastris during the reign of Ariobarzanes between 265-255 BCE and the annexation of 
Sinope in 183 BCE, we expect that the majority of coastal Paphlagonia came under the 
influence of the Mithridatid calendar. The dominance of the Mithridatid calendar would 
remain unchanged until the Roman annexation of these territories in 70 BCE. The 
existence of provincial calendars in Bithynia, Asia and Lycia further suggests that the 
Romans sought to modify and not to repeal existing regional calendars based on the 
Julian calendar. In this regard, variants of the Mithridatid calendar used by the cities of 
coastal Paphlagonia could have continued, with possible modifications after the 
promulgation of the Julian calendar, such as a fixed 365-day structure for a year.  
4.1.3 Regional Implications 
 The question is whether we expect the existence of a central agency making 
modifications that were regionally applicable. Again we note that the beginning of a 
calendar year was an important event, for it was the time when, as Aelius Aristides 
specified, the nomination for koinon offices would have taken place at the municipal 
level. The province of Asia is a key example in this regard. We know of Paullus Fabius 
Maximus’ order that the calendar of Asia begin on September 23rd, so that the universal 
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admiration of the emperor would be expressed more conveniently by those who honor 
him, as custom in Asia already established that the beginning of the year was when 
officials take office.  The order was given directly to the Koinon of Asia, which 507
promulgated a clearly defined set of changes not only to the calendar of Asia, but also to 
Asiatic chronographic practice. In the lengthy and prosaic text that lauded the virtues of 
Maximus as well as Augustus, the official order of the Koinon appears midway:  508
δι᾽ ὃ τύχηι ἀγαθῆι καὶ ἐπὶ σωτηρίαι δεδό|χθαι τοῖς ἐπὶ τῆς Ἀσίας Ἕλλησιν· ἄρχειν 
τὴν νέαν νουµηνίαν πάσα[ις] | ταῖς πόλεσιν τῇ πρὸ ἐννέα καλανδῶν Ὀκτωβρίων, 
ἥτις ἐστὶν γενέ|θλιος ἡµέρα τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ· ὅπως δὲ ἀεὶ ἡ <τε> ἡµέρα στοιχῇ καθ᾽ 
ἑκάσ|την πόλιν, συνχρηµατίζειν τῇ ῥωµαικῇ καὶ τὶν ἑλληνικὴν ἡµέραν· ἄγεσθαι δὲ 
τὸν πρῶτον µῆνα Καίσαρα καθὰ καὶ προεψήφισται ἀρχόµε|νον ἀπὸ πρὸ ἐννέα µὲν 
καλανδῶν Ὀκτωβριων, γενεθλίου δὲ ἡµέρας | Καίσαρος… 
therefore, with the blessings of Good Fortune and for their own welfare, the 
Greeks in Asia decreed that the New Year begin for all the cities on September 23, 
which is the birthday of Augustus; and, to ensure that the dates coincide in every 
city, all documents are to carry both the Roman and the Greek date, and the first 
month shall, in accordance with the decree, be observed as the Month of Caesar, 
beginning with 23 September, the birthday of Caesar…  
 This order is followed by very clear directions on the length of days each month 
ought to have, followed by what month would have an extra day in leap years, and the 
 Laffi 1967, 20 ll. 19-26 ἥδειον δ᾽ ἂν ἄνθρωποι τὴν κοινὴν πᾶσιν ἡµέραν γενέθλιον ἀγάγοι[εν] | ἐὰν 507
προσγένηται αὐτοῖς καὶ ἰδία τις διὰ τὴν ἀρχὴν ἡδονή, δοκεῖ µοι | πασῶν τῶν πολειτηῶν εἶναι µίαν καὶ τὴν 
αὐτὴν νέαν νουµηνίαν | τὴν τοῦ θηοτάτου Καίσαρος γενέθλιον, ἐκείνῃ τε πάντας εἰς τὴν ἀρχὴν ἐνβαίνειν, 
ἥτις ἐστὶν πρὸ ἐννέα καλανδῶν Ὀκτωβρίων, ὅπως καὶ περισσότερον τιµηθῆι προσλαβοµένη ἔξωθέν τινα 
θρησκήαν καὶ µᾶλλον πᾶσι γείνηται γνώριµος, ἣν οἴοµαι καὶ πλείστην εὐχρηστίαν τῆι ἐπαρχήᾳ 
παρέξεσθαι· ψήφισµα δὲ ὑπὸ τοῦ κοινοῦ τῆς Ἀσ[ί]ας δεή|σει γραφῆναι πάσας ἐνπε[ρι](ει)ληφὸς τὰς ἀρετὰς 
αὐτοῦ κτλ. [Whereas on the other hand it may be presumed that people will more readily celebrate as a 
birthday a day that is already observed in common by all, especially if it offers them a measure of leisure 
because it coincides with the local inaugural observance, it is my judgement that the one and the same day 
observed by all the citizens as New Year’s Day be celebrated a the birthday of Most Divine Caesar, and on 
that day, September 23, all elected officials shall assume office, with the prospect that through association 
with observances connected with the existing celebration, the birthday observance might attract all the 
more esteem and prove to be even more widely known and thereby confer no small benefit on the province. 
Therefore it would behoove the Asian League to pass a resolution that puts into writing all his aretai etc. 
Trans. Danker] Danker 1982, 215-217.
 Laffi 1967, 21-23 for text, 26-27 for translation. Also, Danker 1982, 217-219.508
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fixed relationship between each new month (or new moon) and the calends of the Julian 
calendar.  Stern has pointed out that the calendrical changes promulgated by the Koinon 509
of Asia were actually different from what Paullus Fabius Maximus originally proposed. A 
fragmentary section of the Latin version of this edict also made clear that the proconsul 
wished the sequence of the last four months to follow that of 30-31-30-31 days, but in the 
Koinon version the last four months were 30-31-31-30 days.  Clearly, the Koinon of 510
Asia had some control over its own calendrical system, and was able to balance the 
political directives of the proconsul and the practicalities of its calendar. It is difficult to 
ascertain whether the Bithynian and Lycian assemblies had a similar degree of control 
over their own calendars. The Bithynian calendar closely followed the Asian model, 
while the Lycian calendar became coterminous with the Julian calendar. One could 
envision that the Bithynian and Lycian coherence to the Julian calendar was the result of 
forceful implementation of calendrical reforms at the behest of imperial authorities, or 
that the trend to adopt some form of the Julian calendar among communities in Asia 
Minor was so strong that the authorities of the two koina adopted the popular measure 
and reformed their calendars in accorandance to the needs or desires of their constituents. 
 ll. 67-77 ἀχθήσονται οἱ µῆνες κατὰ τάδε· Καῖσαρ ἡµερῶν λαʹ, Ἀπελλαῖος ἡµερῶν λʹ, | Αὐδναῖος 509
ἡµερῶν λαʹ, Περίτιος ἡµερῶν λαʹ, Δύστρος κηʹ, Ξανδικός λαʹ, || Ἀρτεµισιὼν ἡµερῶν λʹ, Δαίσιος λαʹ, 
Πάνηµος λʹ, Λῶος λαʹ, Γορπιαῖος λαʹ, | Ὑπερβερεταῖος λʹ· ὁµοῦ ἡµέραι τξεʹ. ἐφ’ ἕτος δὲ διὰ τὴν 
ἰντερκαλάριον | ὁ Ξανδικὸς ἀχθήσεται ἡµερῶν λβʹ. ἵνα δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν στοιχήσωσιν οἱ | µῆνες καὶ αἱ 
ἡµέραι, ὁ µὲν νῦν ἐνεστὼς Περίτιος µὴν ἀχθήσεται µέχρι τῆς | ιδʹ, τῇ δὲ πρὸ ἐννέα καλανδῶν Φεβρουαρίων 
ἄξοµεν νουµηνίαν µηνὸς || Δύστρου, καὶ καθ’ ἕκαστον µῆνα ἀρχὴ{ι} ἔσται τῆς νουµηνίας ἡ πρὸ ἐννέα | 
καλανδῶν. ἡ δὲ ἐνβόλιµος ἡµέρα ἔσται πάντοτε τῶν ἰντερκαλαρίων κα|λανδῶν τοῦ Ξανδικοῦ µηνός, δύο 
ἐτῶν µέσων γεινοµένων. [The months shall be observed as follows. Caesar 31 days, Apellaios 30 days, 
Audnaios 31 days, Peritios 31 days, Dystros 28 days, Xandikos 31 days, Artemisios 30 days, Daisios 31 
days, Panemos 30 days, Loos 31 days, Gorpiaios 31 days, Hyperberetaios 30 days, a total of 365 days; but 
in leap years Xandikos shall be observed as 32 days. And in oder that the months be observed through the 
fourteenth and we shall observe January 24 as the first day of Dystros, and each month thereafter the 
beginning of the new moon will fall on the ninth day before the kalends, and the intercalation shall always 
take place when Xandikos falls in a leap year, with two years always intervening. Trans. Danker]
 Stern 2012, 276.510
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 In this light we wonder why the Amastrian calendar seemed to show no indication 
of the impact of calendar reforms that had taken place during the early principate. One 
possibility is that the calendar of Bithynia was the standard for the double province of 
Pontus-Bithynia, assuming that the Bithynian koinon was the principal assembly of the 
double province in the first three centuries CE. Such a leading status implied in the 
titulatures of Nicaea and Nicomedia shows that the cities styled themselves “first in 
Bithynia and Pontus.”  In addition to the leading role advertised by Nicaea and 511
Nicomedia in their titulature during the second and third centuries CE, Vitale has pointed 
out that all the literary evidence involving repetundae cases were all concerning 
Bithynian delegations.  In this case, either the coastal Paphlagonian cities were not 512
represented at all, or the Bithynian delegation did represent coastal Paphlagonian cities, 
with the implication being that there was a cooperative or even hierarchical mechanism 
that allowed the Bithynian koinon to represent coastal Paphlagonian cities. Following this 
line of argument, the interpretation of the continuation of the local calendars in coastal 
Paphlagonia could be exempt from sweeping changes during the early Augustan period 
by simply pegging their calendars to the Bithynian, creating a rigid hierarchy of time on 
the local, provincial, and imperial levels. Yet, the complete disjunct between the 
Bithynian and the Amastrian calendars leaves any direct correlation between the two 
 The titulature of Nicomedia after the reign of Hadrian, TAM IV.1 34 ll. 1-3 ἡ µητρόπολις καὶ πρώτη 511
Βειθυνίας Πόντου Ἁδριανὴ | νεοκόρος Νεικοµήδεια, ἱερὰ καὶ ἄσυλος, φίλη καὶ σύµµαχος | <ἄνω>θεν τῷ 
δήµῳ τῷ Ῥωµαίων; 
in 214 CE, TAM IV.1 25 ll. 3-10 ἡ µε[γίστη] | µητρόπολις καὶ πρώτη || Βειθυνίας τε καὶ Πόντου | Ἁδριανὴ 
Σεουηριανὴ δὶς | νεωκόρος Ν<ει>κοµήδεια | ἱερὰ καὶ ἄσυλος, φίλη, πιστὴ | καὶ σύµµαχος ἄνωθε τ<ῷ> 
δήµῳ || τῷ Ῥωµαίων κτλ. The titulature of Nicaea, dated to 123 CE, IK Iznik 29 ll. 1-2 ἡ εὐσεβεστάτη |
〚νεω[κό]ρος [τῶ]ν ̣[Σεβα]στ̣ῶν〛, ἀπὸ Διονύσου [καὶ Ἡρακλέ]ους, 〚[πρ]ώ[̣τ]η ̣[Βι]θυ̣ν̣[̣ία]ς καὶ Πόντου, 
ἡ µη[τρ]ό[π]ολι̣ς̣ ̣δὲ̣ ̣κα̣[̣τὰ τὰ κρίµατα] τῶ̣[̣ν Αὐ]το[κρ]α[̣τ]όρ[ων καὶ] τῆ̣ς ἱερᾶς σ[υ]νκ̣λ̣ή̣τ̣ου〛.
 Vitale 2012, 196-197.512
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calendars speculative. The observable difference between the Bithynian calendar and the 
Amastrian calendar indicates that there was a range of time-reckoning practices in the 
double province.  
 To assert that the cities in coastal Paphlagonia were unfettered by the Bithynian 
calendrical system is not to say that they would have shared a “regional” calendar among 
themselves, as the little indication we have of any use of a calendar beyond evidence 
from Amastris offers little ground for such a claim. The diverse use of the local era at 
Amisus, Sinope and Amastris indicate that time reckoning in coastal Paphlagonia was far 
from homogenous. Nevertheless, it is a fact that from the Severan period onwards 
Abonuteichos and Sinope adopted the Lucullan era, which was long used at Amastris. It 
is not a coincidence that the Lucullan era became regional during a time when the 
epigraphic sources show Amastrians active in koinon affairs, and when the literary 
sources indicate that Amastris was both a hub for maritime travel and an immigration 
destination, as discussed in earlier chapters.  
 In closing this section, we again emphasise that the profuse application of 
“Macedonian” months in funerary and dedicatory inscriptions from Amastris can 
represent how the year was perceived among inhabitants in Amastrian territory. This local 
view of time appears to be unfettered by the Julian or the Bithynian calendrical systems, 
and implies a prominent presence of a central authority at Amastris that systematically 
broadcasted the days of the year. Such ability to inform its citizens of the authoritative 
definition of days in a year stands in contrast to Heraclea, Tium, Abonuteichos, Sinope 
and Amisus. The epigraphic record from these cities does not show habitual use of their 
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own local calendars. The absence of evidence could be interpreted as a mere matter of 
epigraphic custom, with some cities desirous to denote the time of commemoration or 
dedication, others less so. While attempts by different communities to maintain a time-
reckoning system independent of others were likely the norm in northern and western 
Asia Minor, there were apparent difficulties: only the Amastrians were capable of 
maintaining a time-reckoning tradition of its own, and potentially influencing others. At 
the very least, the Amastrian calendar would have been consulted when the Koinon of the 
Cities in Pontus considered the scheduling of their agenda. It is even possible that the 
Amastrian calendar was itself the calendar of the Koinon. This suggestion is to be further 
examined in the second and third parts of this chapter, where the use of the Lucullan era 
in coastal Paphlagonia is discussed. 
4.1.4 Summary 
 In the first part of this chapter, we examined the Macedonian and Mithridatid 
connections of the Amastrian calendar, as well as the regional implications that may have 
been attached to this enduring and stable calendrical system. The Macedonian connection 
of the Amastrian calendar is, as mentioned before, formal. Many calendars in the Greek 
East show this connection as part of the Hellenistic historical legacy, as the Macedonian 
month names continued to be in use in the imperial period. However, the calendars in the 
Greek East that used Macedonian month names had already gone through several phases 
of transformation, assimilating dominant calendrical systems such as the Babylonian and 
the Egyptian, and deviating from these following the disintegration of the Seleucid and 
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Ptolemaic empires. This variegated spectrum of “Macedonian” calendars then assimilated 
the Julian calendar, some becoming coterminous to this imperial calendrical system, 
while others established a fixed relationship with it. The Amastrian calendar seemed to 
have maintained only a loose relationship with the Julian calendar, if any. Its historical 
legacy comes from the Mithridatid calendar that may first have been based on the 
Seleucid model, but then deviated from it, with the most apparent deviation attested in the 
early first century BCE during the reign of Mithridates Eupator.  
 It so happens that Sinope and Abonuteichos were also influenced by the 
Mithridatid calendar upon their annexation, which means that, by the time the Romans 
annexed coastal Paphlagonia, we can envision a chronographical landscape that was 
likely Mithridatic. How enduring this Mithridatic chronographical landscape was during 
the early principate remains speculative. Yet, from the strong presence of the Amastrian 
calendar in Amastrian territory, we can posit that the coastal Paphlagonian cities were 
able to maintain a degree of autonomy over how their year was structured. Since they 
shared a common sense of the rhythm of a year, it is likely that the Amastrian calendar 
represents a concrete format that would have been consulted in matters such as when the 
member cities of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus ought to meet. There is even the 
possibility that the Amastrian calendar was the Koinon calendar, and this is a point to be 
discussed in the following parts of this chapter. 
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4.2 The Local and the Regional Eras of Coastal Paphlagonia 
 In the previous sections, we focused on how a year was structured at Amastris and 
coastal Paphlagonia. We discussed the possibility that a common structure for the year 
may have existed in coastal Paphlagonian cities, due to the Mithridatid legacies they all 
share. We now discuss how the years were counted among the cities in coastal 
Paphlagonia, from Heraclea to Amisus. From the outset, each coastal Paphlagonian city 
seemed to have used a distinct set of methods to count the years, such as eponymous 
offices or counting the years sequentially with the starting year fixed to specific historical 
events. We begin with Heraclea and Amisus, followed by Abonuteichos and Sinope. The 
time-reckoning used at Sinope is significant in particular, because the numismatic 
evidence indicates that this city changed the beginning of its era from 44 BCE to 70 BCE 
under the reign of Septimius Severus. The reason that scholars have given for this change 
at the beginning of the Sinopean era was that Septimius Severus had an anti-Caesarean 
position, known from literary sources, and Sinope chose to move away from its legacy as 
a colony founded by Caesar in order to adapt to the new regime. Yet the choice of 70 
BCE is itself puzzling: why did Sinope choose to adopt this particular year? This question 
is to be discussed following a survey of the reckoning of the year in coastal Paphlagonian 
cities. 
4.2.1 Heraclea Pontica 
 At Heraclea Pontica, private and public inscriptions do not systematically register 
the month and year, with only two chronographic examples in the present record. The 
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first is an inscription with imperial titulature, which does not concern us here.  The 513
second is a letter from the Hadrianic hymnodes based in Rome, sent to Heraclea to 
commend one of its citizens.  On the reverse side of the stele there are inscribed seven 514
lines of text, its letters about twice the size of the lengthy inscription on the front of the 
stele.  The contents are essentially a notice that the statue was erected at a specified 515
time. 
ἀνέστη [ ὁ ἀνδρίας] | ἐπὶ ὑπάτων Κυ. | Φαβίου Κατυλλεί|νου Μ. Φ(λ)αβίου Ἄ|περος 
ἐπὶ δὲ βασιλείας Ἡερακλείδου | Ἡρακλείτου.  
This was erected during the consulship of Qu(intus) Fabius Catullinus and M(arcus) 
Fabius Aper, and when the basileus was Heracleides son of Heracleitus. 
 ] - - - - - [ | δη]µαρχικῆς ἐξουσίας τὸ κα´, ὑπάτῳ τὸ γ´. | ]Λ Οὐηδίου Λεπίδου τὰν ἐξέδραν σὺν πα[ντὶ τῷ 513
κοινῷ. According to Dörner, there are two candidates: Hadrian in 137 CE, Marcus Aurelius in 165 CE; 
Jonnes adds a third, Tiberius 18 to 20 CE. The link with another dedicatory inscription to Hadrian from 
Sebastapol ILS 2 8801 seems to support the identification as Hadrian. 
 Hirschfeld 1888, 881-883; Jonnes 1994, 6. The text of the inscription is preserved by Hirschfeld, the 514
transcription itself was produced a Greek teacher at Heraclea Pontica in hast just before the inscribed stone 
along with others were smashed and walled in under the orders of the kaimakam. πᾶσαν ἐπίστασθαι χάριν 
ὁµολογοῦµεν Μαρκίω (Ξ)ε|νοκράτη τῶ ὑµετέρω πολεί[τη] καὶ διὰ τὴν τῶν ἡθῶν σεµνότητα καὶ διὰ τὴν 
τοῦ βίου κο|σµιότητα αὔξει µὲν καὶ γεραίρει τὸ τῆς ὑ||µετέρας πόλεως ἀξίωµα, κοσµεῖ δὲ τὸ ἱε|ρὸν ἡµῶν 
συνέδριον οὐµόνον τῆ κατὰ τὸ | ἔργον ἀρετῆ ἧς ἐστὶν περιβόητος ἀλλὰ | καὶ ἠ κατὰ τὴν εὔνοιαν σπουδὴ 
φιλοτειµό|τατος ὑπάρχων ὡς καὶ τοὺς καθ᾽ ἕνα τῶν ἡ(µ)ε||τέ(ρ)ων συνοδίτω(ν) εὐεργετεῖν καὶ ἐν τοῖς | τῶ 
κοινῶ ἀνήκουσι προθύµως ἅπαντα πράτ|τειν ὡς καὶ ἤδη διὰ τῆς ἑαυτοῦ προνοίας | οὐ κοινὰ οὐδὲ τὰ 
τυχόντα κατορθῶσαι ἡµεῖ|ν ὄθεν εὐεργετούµενοι τοσαῦτα µόνως οὕ||τως ἐλογισά(µ)εθα δύνασθαι τὴν 
καταξίαν τῆς | χάριτος ἀ(µ)οιβὴν ἀποτίνειν ΤΡΙΑΝ. Ω ὑ(µ)εῖν οὐς | φιλτάτους κέκρικεν αὑτῶ ὁµολογοῦντες 
(εἰ)|δέναι µὲν χάριν αὐτοῖς, συνηδό(µ)ενοι δὲ ὅτι | τοιοῦτον εὐτύχησε πολείτην, ἀνθ᾽ ὧν (δὴ?) καὶ ἔδοξεν τῆ 
ιερᾶ ἡµῶν Ἀδριανῆ ΑΝΤ^ΕΙΠΕΡΙ | . . . . ΣΤΙΚΗΟΥΙΕΙΚΗ µεγάλη νεωκόρω ἐπὶ Ῥώ|µη (?) συνόδω 
ψήφισµα ΣΤ. . . . αὐ?]τὸν [ἀγα]λµά[των] | ΡΑ εἰκων[ων] . . . . καὶ ΑΔΡΙΑΝΤ . . . . | ἀναστάσε[ι . . ?]. [. . . we 
acknowledge that we are conscious of all gratitude to Marcius Xenocrates, your fellow citizen, both 
because of the dignity of his character and the decorum of his life. He increases and honors the reputation 
of your city; he embellishes our sacred association not only by the excellence in work that is well known 
but also by the earnestness of his thought, being enthusiastic so that he benefits our fellow travellers 
individually and does eagerly everything that relates to the common good. Through his foresight he has 
already been able to accomplish uncommon and extraordinary things for us. Wherefore, having received 
many benefits, only thus do we reckon it possible to render appropriate acknowledgement of this grace to 
you whom he has judged most dear to himself, sharing the pleasure that there has been a benefit to 
yourselves from such a citizen. Therefore, it pleased our sacred Hadrianic synod . . . responsible for the 
temple in Rome(?) to set up statue(s) and icon(s) of this man . . . (Trans. Jonnes, modified).]
 Hirschfeld gave measurements for the letters of the obverse inscription as being 0.03 m, while reverse 515
inscription measures 0.07 m.
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 What is unique is that there are two ways of reckoning the year in this notice. The 
first is the eponymous basileus at Heraclea, which was likely a continuation or revival of 
an archaic Megarian tradition.  The second is the consular year, which yields the date 516
130 CE.  We can be fairly certain that the short text here is not part of the main text. 517
The ending of the main text has ἀναστάσε[ι]: the stem αναστασ- is more likely the future 
 Hanell 1934, 152-160. Megarian colonies include Chersonesos in the Crimea and Kallatis in West 516
Pontus.
 The consuls Quintus Fabius Catullinus and Marcus Flavius Aper were of the year 130 CE, and would 517
agree with the main text that made reference to the sacred Hadrianic synod. Mordtmann made a suggestion 
based on CIG 349: Mordtmann 1889, 316. CIG 349 = BMI 49. Ἀγαθῇ Τύχῃ | ψήφίσµα τῆς ἱερᾶς Ἁδριανῆς 
Ἀντωνεί[ν]ης | θυµελικῆς περιπολιστικῆς µεγάλης συνόδου | τῶν ἀπὸ τῆς οἰκουµένης περὶ τὸν Διόνυσον 
καὶ | Ἀὐτοκράτορα Καίσαρα Τίτον Αἴλιον Ἁδριανὸν Αν[τωνεῖνον Σ]εβαστὸν Εὐσεβῆ νέον Διόνυσον 
τεχνιτῶν. The restored lines would be ἔδοξεν τῇ ἱερᾷ ἡµῶν Ἁδριανῇ Ἀντω[ν]ει[νιανῇ] | περι[πολι]στικῇ 
[θ]υ[µ]ε[λ]ικῇ µεγάλῃ νεοκόρῳ ἐπὶ Ῥώ|µῃ συνόδῳ ψηφίσµα[τι], namely “it was resolved by our sacred, 
traveling, Hadrianic, Antonine theatric synod responsible for the temple in Rome,” though we note the 
missing reference to Dionysus in the reconstruction. Jonnes 1994, 6. There are, however, several problems 
with this restoration. The first is spacing. According to Hirschfeld’s preserved transcription, ΑΝΤ^ΕIΠΕΡΙ 
is at the end of line 20, with no other space left for the restoration of Ἀντω[ν]εί[νῃ] περι[πολι]στικῇ, as 
Burrell pointed out. ΑΝΤ^ΕI would have to be a severely abbreviated Ἀντω[ν]εί[νῃ]. The many ligatures 
employed in this inscription suggests that the inscriber was consciously employing a wealth of knowledge 
on how to save space, and the wedge-like symbol or ligature could be the abbreviation mark, though it is 
more common for a wedge to be pointing towards the left (<). Yet, the more common method of space-
saving – the horizontal stroke – does not appear to have been recorded in the facsimile produced by the 
Greek teacher Kartalidis, whose preservation of the text just before the stone was smashed and used as 
construction material was carried out in haste, and it is not out of the question that some of the abbreviating 
symbols were not included in the process. Hence Hirschfeld 1888, 881 Nr. 44 (this inscription) und 45 sind 
von Hrn. Basil. Kartalidis, Lehrer an der griechischen Schule in Herakleia abgeschrieben. Sie befanden sich 
auf Seiten eines Steines, welcher von einiger Zeit beim Bau des neuen Konaks ausgegraben und auf Befehl 
des Kaimakams von Eregli zerschlagen und eingemauert wurde mit mehreren anderen. Die Abschriften 
wurden in grosser Eile genommen. [No. 44 and 45 are recorded by Mr. Basil. Kartalidis, a teacher at the 
Greek school in Herakleia. They were on the underside of the stones that were dug up during the 
construction of the new Konak, and smashed and walled in with several others, ordered by the kayakam of 
Eregli. The transcriptions were made in great haste.] That said, it is somewhat out of the ordinary for the 
synod to abbreviate the emperor’s name in its official title. Secondly, if it was indeed an abbreviation for 
Antonine that was meant by ΑΝΤ^ΕΙ, it would create a chronological inconsistency with the inscription on 
the reverse, since the ascension of Antoninus Pius in 138 CE would be eight years later than the year of the 
two consuls referenced here, namely 130 CE. If arguing that the consular dating of 130 CE on the reverse 
side of the stone preceded the text on the front of the stone, one would have to ask what was set up that 
warranted the careful demarcation of both imperial and local time in the first place, and why such a 
monument in the Hadrianic period would be immediately recycled for a long document that exactly fit the 
size of the stone. The simple solution is then to reject the restoration of Antoninus after Hadrian. ΑΝΤ^ΕI 
would require further interpretation, but that is of no concern here. Cf. Burrell 2004, 258, McLean 2002, 
56.
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of ἀνίστηµι than the aorist subjunctive.  On the reverse of the stone, the first word is 518
ἀνέστη: the temporal augment ἐ makes it clear that the stem is aorist, and different from 
the future stem in the main text. We ought then to expect that the Heraclean authorities 
did not copy a date from the main text, but rather knew the alignment between the 
Heraclean eponymous office and the Roman consular year. This relationship marks how 
the reckoning the year differs distinctly from Bithynian and coastal Paphlagonian 
practices.  
 In Bithynia, for example, cities used the regnal year of an emperor, for example in 
IK Kios 16 ll. 1-4, we have an inscription beginning with a formula ἔτους αιʹ ἐπὶ 
Αὐτοκράτορος Νέρουα Τραϊ|ανοῦ Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ Γερµανικοῦ | Δακικοῦ, or the 11th 
year of Trajan.  Epigraphic record shows that the Bithynian cities had adopted such 519
chronographic formulae consistently since as early as the reign of Nero.  Some of the 520
chronographic formulae even give precise Bithynian months and days, suggesting that 
there was indeed a uniform way of measuring and recording time, one which Heraclea 
 As in the example of an inscription from Ancyra, where the statue of Ulpius Aelius Pompeianus “will be 518
set up in a conspicuous place of the metropolis,” [δεδόχθαι οὖν] ἡ<µ>εῖν, ὑπὲρ τοῦ τετηρῆσθαι µὲν | [τὰς 
τειµὰς τῷ τε] Αὐτοκράτορι καὶ τῷ Διονύσῳ διασε|[σῶσθαι δὲ εἰς τὸν] ἀγῶνα τῇ πόλει, τὸν ἄνδρα τετιµῆ|
[σθαι ἀνδριάντ]ι, | ὃς ἀναστήσεται ἐν ἐπιφανεστά|[τῳ µὲν τόπῳ τ]ῆς µητροπόλεως κτλ. [we resolved that, 
on account of the overseeing of the honors to the emperor and to Dionysus on the one hand, and on account 
of the preservation of the games for the city on the other, the man is honored with a statue, which will be 
set up in a conspicuous place of the metropolis. (Translation mine)] Or as in the example from Lycia, where 
the boule and demos honored Euclides of Xanthos with a statue that the authorities deemed proper “to be 
set up” at their own expense. TAM 2.496 ll. 17-25 Ξανθίων τῆς µητροπόλεως τοῦ Λυ|κίων ἔθνους ἡ βουλὴ 
καὶ ὁ δῆµος ἐτεί|µησεν τῷ ἀνδριάντι ἐπὶ τῇ τοῦ βίου αἰ||δήµονι καὶ κοσµίῳ ἀναστροφῇ καὶ | ἐφ’ αἷς 
ἐτέλεσεν προγεγραµ|µέναις φιλοτείµω<ς> ἀρχαῖς,̣ | τὸν δὲ ἀνδριάντα ἀνεδέ|ξατο ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων ἀναστή||σειν. 
[the boule and demos of Xanthos the metropolis of the Lycian ethnos honored Euclides with a statue on 
account of his modest life and proper behavior and the programmatic magistracies that he completed with 
eager spirit, and it is accepted that the statue is to be set up from our own expenses. (Translation mine)]
 IK Kios 16 ll. 1-4 ἔτους αιʹ ἐπὶ Αὐτοκράτορος Νέρουα Τραϊ|ανοῦ Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ Γερµανικοῦ | 519
Δακικοῦ, στρατηγούντων τῆς πόλεως | Σωσικλέους Δαψιλέως, Γ. Ἰουλίου Κιανοῦ.
 IK Iznik 1161 ἔτους ἐνάτου | ἐπὶ Νέρωνος Κλ|αυδίου Καίσαρος | Σεβαστοῦ κτλ.520
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apparently did not share.  Heraclea’s use of the consular year is therefore striking, for 521
such a choice shows deference to the symbolic authority of the Roman Senate, while the 
Bithynian formula obscures it. The concordance between the Amastrian calendar and the 
Julian calendar mentioned earlier is another example. The chronographic formula 
includes the month and a local era that begins with 70 BCE, but with no reference to the 
consular year.  That said, Amastris did invoke the Roman Senate in several inscriptions 522
that have elaborate preambles, but these typically follow a reference to the Roman 
emperor, as well as the boule and demos of Amastris, and hence a balanced if not neutral 
exclamation of imperial, senatorial and local authorities that conformed to the 
expectations of all parties.   523
 Given the symbolic nature of the Heraclean authorities’ choice, the use of the 
consular year may not have been part of customary Heraclean epigraphic practice, but 
rather a gesture to the reigning emperor. Hadrian’s deference to the Roman Senate was 
part of a series of maneuvers that he conducted to curate the symbolic eminence of the 
 IK Iznik 1202 ll. 1-5 ἔτους [․․ʹ Α]ὐτοκρά|τορος Νέρουα Τραιανοῦ | Καίσαρος [Σ]εβα[στ]οῦ Γερ|µανικοῦ 521
Δακικοῦ [µ]η||νὸς Ἡρακλήου. TAM IV,1 59 ll. 5-6 ἔτους γʹ Ἁδριανοῦ Καίσα|ρος Πριετήου ̣δʹ. Klaudiu 
polis 62 ll. 6-7 ζιʹ Δύ̣(στρου), ἔτους ηʹ Ἀ[ντω]|νείνου Καίσαρος.
 Marek Kat. Amastris 44 ll. 17-18.522
 Marek Kat. Amastris 10 ll. 2-10 ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσα|ρος θεοῦ Τραιανοῦ Παρθικοῦ υἱοῦ, | 523
θεοῦ Νέρουα υἱωνοῦ, Τραιανοῦ || Ἁδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ ἡγεµο|νίας τε καὶ αἰωνίου διαµονῆς | καὶ νείκης καὶ 
ἱερᾶς συνκλή|του καὶ δήµου Ῥωµαίων καὶ | βουλῆς καὶ δήµου τοῦ Ἀµαστρι||ανῶν. Also Amastris 11, 18. 
This formula can also be found elsewhere in the Greek East, some examples including IK Iznik 12 and 31 
in Nicaea, SEG 33:166 in Attica, EKM 68 in Macedonia, Taşlıklıoğlu II:67,1 in Thrace, among others.
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Senate and senatorial members.  Perhaps Heraclean authorities demonstrated such 524
deference to the Roman Senate in this context. Hadrian's personal connection with 
Heraclea may further have led Heraclean authorities to take up Hadrianic policies. 
Hadrian may have visited Heraclea in 124 CE,  and we know that the city’s civic 525
festival, the Heracleia, became Heracleia Hadrianeia at some time during Hadrian's 
reign.  When seen together, it is possible to regard Heraclea’s choice of the consular 526
year as an indication that Hadrian and his policies had a direct impact on Heraclea, which 
on the one hand blessed the city with honors and attention, but on the other led to some 
modifications to local practices, the most apparent being the choice to defer to the 
symbolic authority of the Senate. 
 We proceed to another Heraclean chronographic practice. In chapter two we 
discussed the significance of the inscription issued by the people of Heraclea to honor 
 The Scriptores Historia Augustae spent a section in Hadrian’s biography to describe Hadrian’s 524
choreographed participation and curation of the senatoral members as aimed to increase the dignity of the 
Senate’s symbolic eminence, and he even denounced past emperors who did not show the same deference. 
SHA Hadrian 12.6-10. senatui legitimo, cum in urbe uel iuxta urbem esset, semper interfuit. senatus 
fastigium in tantum extulit, difficile faciens senatores ut, cum Attianum ex praefecto praetorii ornamentis 
consularibus praeditum faceret senatorem, nihil se amplius habere quod in eum conferri posset ostenderit. 
equites Romanos nec sine se de senatoribus nec secum iudicare permisit. erat enim tunc mos ut, cum 
princeps causas agnosceret, et senatores et equites Romanos in consilium uocaret et sententiam ex omnium 
deliberatione proferret. exsecratus est denique principes qui minus senatoribus detulissent. [He always 
attended regular meetings of the senate if he was present in Rome or even in the neighborhood. In the 
appointment of senators he showed the utmost caution and thereby greatly increased the dignity of the 
senate, and when he removed Attianus from the post of prefect of the guard and created him a senator with 
consular honors, he made it clear that he had no greater honor which he could bestow upon him. Nor did he 
allow knights to try cases involving senators whether he was present at the trial or not. For at that time it 
was customary for the emperor, when he tried cases, to call to his council both senators and knights and 
give a verdict based on their joint decision. Finally, he denounced those emperors who had not shown this 
deference to senators. Trans. Magie.] One aspect not mentioned in the SHA is that Hadrian’s appointment of 
the consulares ordinarii, pointed out by Syme 1984, 44, maximises the numbers of ordinarii by only 
serving as eponymate consul three times, and not allowing many iterations.
 Dürr 1881, 52-53; Halfmann 1986, 190-191, 198-199.525
 Paris & Holleaux 1885, 68-71 no. 1. cf. Boatwright 2000, 99 no. 75; 100-101; Weber 1907, 125 no. 435. 526
ἐν Ἡρακλείᾳ τῇ πρὸ[ς] | τῷ Πόντῳ Ἁδριάνειον Ἡ||ράκλειον ἰσάκτιον ἀν|δρῶν δόλιχον τῇ αὐτῇ ἡµ[έ]|[ρ]ᾳ 
ὅπλον.
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Iulia Aquilina of Amastris, a dual citizen of both cities (ἀνφοτερᾶν τᾶν πολίων πολεῖτιν). 
The prior focus had been on the extensive connections and influence that members of the 
Iulii had, extending from Amastris to Heraclea Pontica.  We note here that the 527
inscription ends with ἔτους ηξρ´ the 168th year, which has been taken as an Amastrian 
rather than an Heraclean era, and with good reason, since no inscription from Heraclea 
has been attested with an era. However, there is a problem concerning agency. The 
inscription in question begins with δάµος ὁ Ἡερακλεωτᾶν, a clear indication that this 
document is drafted in Doric and issued by Heraclean authorities. The inscription 
mentions a decision by Amastrian authorities as if they were a third party (ψαφισαµένας 
τᾶς πατρί|δος Ἀµάστριος), further suggesting continuation of the Heraclean authorities as 
the same epigraphic persona. The problem becomes apparent at the end of the inscription: 
did the Heraclean authorities use a foreign era, or did someone insert an Amastrian era in 
an Heraclean document? 
 The problem is certainly one that requires more comparable inscriptions from 
both cities for any meaningful conclusion to be made, but at the present, it is perhaps 
helpful to look at the drawing of the inscription issued by the Heraclean damos and 
compare it with an Amastrian inscription that has the same level of issuing authority. The 
chronographic formula for the Heraclean damos inscription appears distinct in style, as 
 CIG III 1050 no. 4150b [ὁ] δᾶµος ὁ Ἡρακλεωτᾶν | ουδίαν Ἀιυιδειναν <Ἰουλίαν Ἀκυιλειναν> τὰν ε[ὐγ]|527
ενῆ καὶ φίλανδρον καὶ φιλό|τειµον ἀνφοτερᾶν τᾶν πολί||ων πολεῖτιν, πάσας ἀρετᾶς | καὶ ὧν προέδει[ξ]εν 
ἐλπίδων | ἕνεκα, ψαφισαµένας τᾶς πατρί|δος Ἀµάστριος ἐν τῷ προγο|νικῷ θεάτρῳ τεθῆµεν αὐτᾶς || τὸν 
ἀνδριάντα, δι’ ἐπιµελείας | Τιβερίου Κλαυδίου Μηνίου | τοῦ ἀνδρὸς αὐτᾶς. ἔτους | ηξρʹ. [The people of 
Heraclea (dedicate this) to Iulia Aquilina, benefactress, devoted wife, and honor loving citizen of the two 
cities, on account of her every virtue and the prospects she brought, with her patria Amastris having voted 
to set her statue in (her) ancestor’s theater; administered by her husband Tiberius Claudius Menius. Year 
168. (Translation mine, modified from Jonnes 1984)]
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ἔτους was inscribed as attached with the main text, while the Greek numerals ηξρ´ for the 
era 168 had two parallel lines bracketing it. This is not the case with the Amastrian demos 
inscription. The entirety of ἔτους βλρ´ was inscribed outside of the field prepared for the 
main text, as if added separately. There is no commentary that explains the use of the 
double strokes, and no other comparable use of the double stroke can be found from 
Heraclea or Amastris. 
!   
FIG. 24. ERA FORMATTING ON HERACLEAN VERSUS AMASTRIAN INSCRIPTIONS 
 There is a risk in identifying the double horizontal stroke as a feature of Heraclean 
chronography when this is the only example we have. Yet, the layout and usage of 
ligature in an official inscription ought to have been important indicators of the issuing 
authority’s aesthetic character. It is possible that the era from the Heraclean damos 
inscription was one that has yet been taken into account by Leschhorn, who included a 
brief discussion on one coin issued by Heraclea with the Greek numeral ΟΓ (73) on the 
!263
reverse field, along with the name of the proconsul Pasidienus Firmus.  Pasidienus 528
Firmus is known from other coins in Nicaea and Nicomedia, and was certainly a 
governor under Claudius.  It has been assumed that the era in question was Actian, with 529
the starting year or epoch being 30 BCE, which would derive a 42/3 CE date for the 73th 
year of the era, but the exact years of governorship for Pasidienus Firmus have led 
Leschhorn to consider other possible epochs, such as the freedom era used by Amisus 
with the epoch being 32/1 BCE.   530
 For our purposes, dating the Heraclean damos inscription in accordance with 
either the Actian or freedom eras would result in a significant downdating of the 
inscription from a Trajanic to an Antonine date, which is possible, as nothing within the 
text would make such downdating contradictory. Alternatively one could also continue to 
read the era of 168 as dated to 98 CE, but would then face a choice. Either the Amastrian 
authorities forced its era upon a Heraclean decree, because this inscription was to be 
published at Amastris; or the damos of Heraclea used the Amastrian era, which leads to 
further complications to be discussed in the following sections. 
4.2.2 Amisus 
 Leschhorn provided a seriation of a corpus of Amisenian coins bearing 36 
imperial portraitures associated with 49 era dates ranging from year 28 to year 594, and 
 RPC I 2089. Leschhorn 1993, 198-199.528
 Leschhorn 1993, 198 fn. 6 for coins of this proconsul.529
 Leschhorn 1993, 199-200.530
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found that the likely epoch was between Autumn of 32 to Autumn of 31 BCE.  This 531
seriation helps to provide a fixed historical point for an inscription from Claros, set up by 
an Amisenian delegation, which is of particular significance for our discussion of the 
local reckoning of the year at Amisus. The inscription commemorated three theopropoi – 
ambassadors sent officially to inquire of an oracle  – for their initiation and the entry 532
into the abaton at the sanctuary of Apollo at Claros, and concluded with a time stamp 
ἔτους ρξγ´ τῆς ἐλευθερίας, “in the 163th year of freedom.”  533
 The straightforward interpretation is that the era used here at Claros was the 
Amisenian “freedom era.” Strabo informs us that Amisus was given to the client kings 
after being set free by Caesar, then again was “set free” (ἠλευθερώθη) by Augustus from 
the tyrant Straton “following the battle of Actium.”  This liberation may be connected 534
 Leschhorn 1993, 106-108. The coins issued during the short reign of Decius and his son Herennius 531
Etruscus, named Caesar in 250 CE, provided the key range for the year 281 of Rec. Gen. 145b SNG Co 
198, yielding a terminus post quem of 32 BCE for the epoch. The corpus of 36 portrait of emperors and 
their families seriation of coins account for similar information concerning the accession of emperors For 
the corpus, see Leschhorn 1993, 463-465. Leschhorn gave considerable thought to the accession dates of 
emperors to derive an exact date due to the potential overlap with the Actian era, with a start date at 31/30 
BCE. Leschhorn 1993, 109-111 does point out some problems with third to sixth century CE evidence, but 
there is no such concern for inscriptions between first and third centuries CE. 
 Wörrle 1990, 32.532
 OGIS 530 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | Ἀµισοῦ ἐλευθέρας καὶ αὐτο|νόµου καὶ ὁµοσπόνδου Ῥω|µαίοις· ἐπὶ πρυτάνεως 533
Ἀπόλ||λωνος τὸ ξγ´, ἱερατεύοντος Μ(άρκου) Ο(ὐ)λ(πίου) | Ἀρτεµιδώρου, θεσπι(ῳ)δοῦντο[ς] | Ἀσκληπίδου 
τοῦ Δηµοφίλο[υ] | τῶν ἀπ᾽ Ἄρδυος Ἡρακλειδῶν | Πατρο(ξ)ενίδου, προφητεύον||τος Ἑρµίου Ἀττάλου, 
γραµµα|τέων Ἀττάλου β´, Ἑρµογένους | Δαδέου, θεοπρόποι ἦλθον | Κρίσπος Τρύφωνος καὶ | Π(όπλιος) 
Πούπιος Καλλικλῆς, || οἵτινες µυηθέντες ἐνεβάτευσαν. | ἔτους ρξγ´ τῆς ἐλευθερίας. [from autonomous 
Amisus civitas libera et foederata. During the 63rd prytany of Apollo, in the time of the priesthood of 
Marcus Ulpius Artemidorus, in the time of the divine singer Asklepiades son of Demophilus of the 
Heraclidae from Ardys Patrogenis, in the time of the prophet Hermes Attalus, when the clerks were Attalus 
II and Hermogenes Dadaeus, Crispus Tryphonus and Poplius Pupius Callices the theopropoi were initiated 
and entered the abaton. In the 163th year of freedom. (Trans. Arnold, modified).
 Strab. 12.3.14 Λεύκολλος δὲ καί ταύτην ἐπολιόρκησεν, εἶθ᾽ ὑστερον Φαρνάκης, ἐκ Βοσπόρου διαβάς· 534
ἐλευθερωθεῖσαν δ᾽ ὑπὸ Καίσαρος τοῦ Θεοῦ παρέδωκεν Ἀντώνιος βασιλεῦσιν· εἶθ᾽ ὁ τύραννος Στράτων 
κακῶς αὐτὴν διέθηκεν· εἶτ᾽ ἠλευθερώθη πάλιν µετὰ τὰ Ἀκτιακὰ ὑπὸ Καίσαρος τοῦ Σεβαστοῦ, καὶ νῦν εὖ 
συνέστηκεν. Lucullus besieged it also, then Pharnakes, during his crossing from the Bosporus. Having been 
set free again by the deified Caesar, Antonius gave it to the client kings. Then the tyrant Strato done it 
harm. It was then again set free by Caesar Augustus after Actium, and now it is well managed.
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to an inscription from Pergamum, in which the demos of Amisus declared Augustus as 
soter and ktistes.  The literary and epigraphic sources indicate that Amisus was likely 535
refounded by Augustus as a civitas libera et foederata.  The time when Amisus received 536
such status can only be deduced from the era used at Amisus, and Leschhorn’s seriation 
produced an interesting epoch of 32/31 BCE.  This epoch is different from the epoch of 537
the Actian era, or 31/30 BCE, and also creates a sequence that is at odds with Strabo’s 
account.  The discrepancy leads to different interpretations, which we do not venture 538
into.  We only note that the Amisenian freedom era was indeed separate from the 539
Actium era used by many cities in the province of Asia, and the Amisenian delegation 
also made sure that the visitors at the famous sanctuary of Apollo at Claros would know 
of the political meaning behind the way Amisenians count their years. 
 IGR IV 314. αὐτοκράτορα Καίσαρα | Θεοῦ υἱὸν θεὸν Σεβαστὸν | ὁ δῆµος ὁ Ἀµισηνῶν καὶ οἱ | 535
συµπολιτευό[µενοι] Ῥωµαῖοι || τὸν ἑατῶν σωτ[ῆρα καὶ κτίσ]την. The relationship of the Amisenians with 
the Romans that entered into a sympoliteia with them would be comparable to the Sinopeans, which 
received a colony, except that Amisus did not receive colonial status.
 Plin. NH 6.7; Plin. Ep.10.92.536
 Leschhorn 1993, 106-112 finds it likely that the epoch was between Autumn 32 BCE to Autumn 31 537
BCE.
 Leschhorn 1993, 425-428. Attested usage of the Actian era is found in Aizanoi (including Bagis, 538
Hopus), Apollonis (including katoikie Akokome in Lydia), Charakipolis, Lyendos, Mylos, Philadelphia 
(including Adruta, Kalamea, Kastolupedion, Sarigol, Tetra-pyrgia), Samos, Sardeis (also Daldis). Robert 
proposes that such era at least reflects a “collective psychology” that made individual cities derive the same 
epoch individually, but based on common experience. This is a similar reaction from the cities in Asia 
following the Sullan and the Pharsalian eras in the aftermath of these Roman victories. Collective 
psychology proposed by Louis Robert 1985, 474 no. 34 discussing Peter Hermann’s comment on the 
precision in dating based on historical events, invoking the Pharsalian era along with the Actian era by 
small communities such as Iollas in the territorium of Sardis. Leschhorn 1993, 214-346 provides the overall 
account describing the documented instances of these diverse sorts of super-regional era in the province of 
Asia. For example, the Pharsalian era from Philadelphia TAM V,3 1434 ll. 4-6 ἔτους ο καὶ α | τῆς Καίσαρος 
νείκης, µη|νὸς Καίσαρος Σεβαστῇ κτλ.; TAM V,3 1435 ll. 1-2 ἔτους ογ τῆς Καίσαρος [νεί]|κης κτλ. and the 
joiny use of the Pharsalian and the Actian era at Apollonis, TAM V,2 1229 ll. 1-4 ἔτους εἰκοστοῦ καὶ 
πρώτου τῆς Καίσα|ρος τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου Αὐτοκράτο|ρος θεοῦ νείκης, τετάρτου δὲ τῆς | Καίσαρος τ[οῦ] 
νεωτέρου Αὐτοκράτορο[ς] κτλ. 
 Leschhorn 1993, 113-115 for discrepancy between Actium and freedom era; fn. 56 takes upon issues of 539
the data points used in his seriation.
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 While the Claros inscription gives a clear example of the Amisenian freedom era 
by explicitly stating this political connotation, the reference to freedom is not found 
among inscriptions from Amisus. Inscriptions found at Amisus use a simple 
chronographic formula, with ἔτους or ἔτει followed by Greek numerals. It is logical to 
argue that all evidence found on an Amisenian inscription would have likely been the 
Amisenian freedom era, but this argument is only certain for coins with imperial 
portraiture.  For the epigraphic record, inscriptions bearing the era do not contain 540
specific reference to historical personage and events, and hence less secure than the 
numismatic evidence.  Again, to assume that the era from Amisenian inscriptions would 541
be the Amisenian freedom era would be logical. Yet, one inscription, mentioned in 
chapter three, has “in the year 241 when those serving as Pontarchs were the Marcus 
Iulius Iulianus and Sestullia Kyrilla his wife.”  This correlation between the year and 542
the Pontarchate as an eponymous official leads to an interesting question: could it be that 
the year 241 was a koinon era instead? The problem is we do not find the Pontarchate 
used as an eponymous official in coastal Paphlagonia.  In fact, the two koinon 543
documents discussed in chapter two did not use any chronographic formula at all. What 
we have then are a small scatter of evidence that does not overlap on the issue of 
chronographic practice. It would be convenient at the present to simply assume that all 
 Leschhorn 1993, 463-465.540
 SEG 37.1089 Ποµπων|ίῳ Θέρµῳ | Κορνηλία | Ποστοµῖ||να ἡ γυν|ὴ µνήµη|ς χάριν | ἔτους ρξεʹ; SEG 541
37.1090 Φ[ιλα]δε̣λ̣|̣φὶς Σερβι|λιανῶι | ἀνδρὶ µν||ήµης χά|ριν ἐποί||ησα ἔτους | σκδʹ; SEG 37.1091 
Κασπεριανὸς | καὶ Ἰουλία | Ζόῃ τῇ θυ|γατρὶ µνή||µης χάριν | ἔτους ρξβʹ.
 St. Pont. III 2 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | τῷ σµαʹ ἔτει, πονταρχούντων | Μ. Ἰουλίου Ἰουλια|νοῦ καὶ Σησστυλ||λίας 542
Κυρίλλης, | γυναικὸς αὐτοῦ, | φαµιλία µονοµάχων τῶν | περὶ Καλυδῶνα.
 There is, however, one case in Dionysiopolis in IGBulg I² 14 ll. 2-3 ἐπὶ ἀρχιερέως καὶ ποντάρχου τῆς 543
ἰδίας πατρίδος | Μ(άρκου) Αὐρ(ηλίου) Ἀντιπάτρου Παπα κτλ.
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eras from Amisus would be the Amisenian freedom era unless specifically noted 
otherwise, but simplifying the identification of all eras from Amisus would carry some 
risk. 
 To conclude, we know from numismatic seriation that the Amisenians used an era 
fixed to the epoch of 32/31 BCE, and we know from an Amisenian dedication at Claros 
that the political symbolism of this date was likely associated with the refounding of the 
city of Amisus as civitas libera et foederata by Augustus, and can be conveniently called 
the freedom era.  The numismatic evidence indicates that the freedom era was used 544
consistently for at least two centuries and more, and such enduring usage allows us to 
simply assume that all eras found in Amisenian sources would have been the freedom era. 
The enduring use of the freedom era is an important indication of the Amisenian sense of 
historical belonging and self-perception, placing Amisus on par with Sinope and 
Amastris, two other cities that boast the continuous use of an era to commemorate a 
historical event that defined their place after their annexation into the Roman imperium. 
Despite the apparent strength of the Amisenian freedom era in Amisus, there is one 
inscription found in Amisus that aligned the era with the Pontarchs of the Koinon of the 
Cities in Pontus. This association of the era and eponymous koinon officials is 
interesting, since we do not know whether the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus used its 
own era or not. This gives us reason to take a more reserved stance towards the 
interpretation of all eras found at Amisus as being the freedom era. In the next section, we 
introduce a set of examples from Sinope that show this Roman colony adopted a separate 
 Leschhorn 1993, 429.544
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era commonly used by other cities in coastal Paphlagonia in the late second century CE, 
to demonstrate how a city could indeed have two eras. 
4.2.3 Sinope 
 Sinope was a colony and it is expected that its citizens measured time in a fashion 
that reflected their colonial status. Two epigraphic examples demonstrate this Roman 
perception of time. Both inscriptions were dedicated by the authorities of the colony to 
emperors – the first to Antoninus Pius in 146/147 CE, the second to Marcus Aurelius and 
Commodus in 175/176 CE and 180/181 CE respectively.  Both inscriptions use the 545
imperial titulature meticulously, no doubt also aware of the chronographical value in 
doing so, in addition to demonstrating their Romanity. Interestingly, only two examples 
among the 92 imperial period inscriptions collated by David French show this practice. 
We can assume that imperial titulatory features were used in inscriptions dedicated by the 
authorities of the colony, but perhaps not with regularity. 
 Apart from imperial titulature, Sinope also used era to express time. Clear 
indication that Sinope used the era to reckon the year comes from numismatic evidence. 
Seriation of Sinopean coins made three centuries ago by Jean Foy-Vaillant already 
established that Sinope used two eras, the first to commemorate the Lucullan conquest 
 The colonial authorities honoring Antoninus Pius in IK Sinope 87: Imp · Caesari | divi Hadriani fil | divi 545
Traiani Parthici | nep · divi Nervae pro || nep · T · Aelio Hadriano | Antonino Aug · pio | pontif · max · trib · 
potest · VIIII | imp · II · cos · IIII · p(atri) · p(atriae) · | C(olonia) · I(ulia) · F(elix Sinopensium); the same 
authorities honoring Marcus Aurelius [Imperatori ª Caesari · Divi · Pii · L · Aureli] | Veri · Parthici · 
maximi · fratri · Divi · Hadriani · nep · Divi · Tr[aiani · Parthici · p]|ron · Divi · Nervae · [ab]n[e]p · m · 
trib · pot · XXX · imp · VIII · cos · [III · p] · p · || procos · [[et · L Aurelio · Commodo · ]] Caesari 
German[i]c|[o · Sarmatico · Colonia · Iulia · Felix · Sinopensium].
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and subsequent liberation of the city,  and the second to advertise the colonial status it 546
received under Iulius Caesar.  Recently, Leschhorn’s study with an expanded corpus of 547
the data from the Recueil général des monnaies grecques d’Asie mineure provided new 
observations.  Leschhorn confirms that Sinope did indeed issue coins with the colonial 548
era that has the epoch beginning from 45 BCE, the time when the city received a colony 
under the arrangements of Caesar, as well as the Lucullan era with an epoch beginning 
from 70 BCE.  The Lucullan era first appeared on coins issued during the reign of 549
Septimius Severus between 194 CE to 198 CE (era years 264-268), followed by a brief 
revival of the colonial era from 209 CE to 219 CE (era years 252-262) during the reigns 
of Caracalla, Marcinus and Diaduemenianus. From Severus Alexander onwards the 
Lucullan era returned, and would endure for another half-century, from 223 CE to 265 
CE (era years 293-335), before the numismatic record discontinued.  
 Whether the Lucullan era was used at all during this time on other media is 
unknown, but the epigraphic record from Sinope does not show habitual chronography on 
 App. Mithr. 82-83.546
 Strab. 12.3.11; Magie 1950, 414 no. 33 for survey of sources. including earliest use of C(olonia) I(ulia) 547
F(elix) on coins in Rec. gén. 1 201f from Mark Antony onwards. The observation was first raised in 
Vaillant’s study of the Sinopean coins in the Pellerin collection, and subsequent numismatic studies rovide 
further corroboration. Vaillant 1695, vol. 1 193 points to coin of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus as 
Caesar with era 204, and vol. 2 42 coin of Caracalla with era 252 for evidence of Colonial era 45/44 BCE; 
Vaillant vol. 2 149 coin of Gordianus III with era 308 for evidence of Lucullan era 71/70 BCE; Belley 
1759, 458-460; Eckhel 1828, 391-394; Cavedoni 1847, 151; Rec. gén. vol 1 196-210. Marek 1985, 146.
 Rec. Gen. 1976 200-210.548
 Leschhorn 1993, 157-158. The key evidence is again a coin of Traianus Decius (249-251 CE), with the 549
era year 319, yielding the possible range of 70-68 BCE for the epoch. There is a possible third era that 
Leschhorn’s study identified, The second series comprise of 10 coins that may or may not have the same 
epoch as the colonia era, since the evidence based on the coins of Macrinus (217-218 CE) and 
Diadumenianus (218 CE) is aligned with the year 261, yielding a 44/43 BCE range. Rec. gén. 144 for the 
year 261 during the very brief “reign” of Diadumenianus as Augustus from May to June of 218 CE, along 
with Rec. gén. 144b for the year 262 associated with Iulia Maesa (165-224 CE); new data includes SNG 
Aulock 6876 for the year 262 associated with Iulia Paula (219-220 CE).
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both public and private inscriptions. Only two inscriptions may potentially have used a 
certain unidentifiable era. The first inscription is a dedication by the demos and boule of 
Sinope to the gymnasiarch, xystarch, and agonothete Caius Sestullius Maximus.  The 550
text, inscribed on a statue base shaped in the form of a round cippus with mouldings at 
top and bottom, contains a line on the upper moulding that may be a time-reckoning 
formula, followed by the main text on the shaft. Though the line of text is obliterated due 
to reworking of the upper moulding, French, relying on the reading from his squeeze, 
compared the inscribed line with Bithynian inscriptions that opened with the regnal year 
of Roman emperors, proposing that the remaining letters may be [ἐ]τοῦς ι´ or ι [.´].  Yet 551
the standard Bithynian formula is with ἔτους x ἐπὶ Αὐτοκράτορος y.  What French did 552
not point to is a group of funerary inscriptions from Nicomedia that open with the era, but 
it is uncertain what era was meant.   553
 The second case of a Sinopean inscription that may have used a certain era is the 
victory list of the Sinopean boxer Marcus Iutius Marcianus Rufus discussed in the 
previous chapter. The victory list has the numerical notation ρν´ or 150 immediately 
 IK Sinope 101.550
 Reinach 1916, 338 does not include the heading in his text. French 2004, 71-72 follows Hind 1964, 180 551
n. 40 no. 17; Lifshitz 1974, 100 no. 17.
 See Appendix 3.552
 See Appendix 4.553
!271
following the list of victories that Rufus won,  and it has been interpreted as the number 554
of victories in total by Reinach.  French produced a new reading based on autopsy, and 555
made significant corrections to Reinach's text, resulting in a different tabulation, shown 
as follows. 
Table 14. Sinopean Victory List count 
French Reinac
h
Notes
Ῥώµην Καπιτώλεια γʹ κατὰ τὸ ἑξῆς 3 3
Νέαν πόλιν βʹ 2 5 R: ε´ for β´
Ἄκτια βʹ πρῶτος καὶ µόνος Σινωπέων 2 2
Νέµεια βʹ 2 2
Ἴσθµια βʹ 2 2
Πύθια 1 1
Ὀλύµπια 1 1
Παναθήνεα πρῶτος Σινωπέων 1 1
 French 2004, 76-77, no. 105 Μ. Εἰούτιος Μαρκιανὸς Ῥοῦφος παράδοξος | Σινωπεὺς πύκτης νεικήσας 554
ἱεροὺς εἰσελαστικοὺς | ἀγῶνας Ῥώµην Καπιτώλεια γʹ κατὰ τὸ | ἑξῆς Νέαν πόλιν βʹ Ἄκτια βʹ πρῶτος καὶ || 
µόνος Σινωπέων Νέµεια βʹ Ἴσθµια βʹ | Πύθια Ὀλύµπια Παναθήνεα πρῶτος Σι|νωπέων Ἀντιόχειαν γʹ 
πρῶτος καὶ µό|νος τῶν ἀπὸ αἰῶνος ἀγενείων καὶ ἀν|δρῶν ἡµέρᾳ µιᾷ ἀνδρῶν Πύθια ἐν Ἀντιο||χείᾳ 
Νεικοµήδειαν γʹ πρῶτος καὶ µό|νος τῶν ἀπ’ αἰῶνος παίδων ἀγενείων ἀν|δρῶν Κοινὰ Ἀσίας Σµύρναν 
Πέργαµον Ἔφε|σον τὴν ἐξ Ἄργους ἀσ[πί]δα βʹ Κοινὰ Ἀσίας | Σάρδις βʹ Φιλαδέλφειαν βʹ Τράλλεις βʹ 
Ἱερὰν || πόλιν βʹ Λαδίκεαν βʹ Θυάτειρα βʹ Μυτιλήνην βʹ | Κοινὸν Πόντου βʹ Κοινὸν Γαλατίας βʹ Κοινὸν | 
Μακεδονίας Κοινὸν Βειθυνίας Νείκεαν βʹ Κοινὸν | Καππαδοκίας καὶ ἄλλ[ου]ς ἡµιταλαντιαίους ριʹ | ρνʹ|| 
ἐξ δόγµατος βουλῆς. [M(arcus) Iutius Marcianus Rufus, outstanding boxer of Sinope, who won victories in 
the sacred triumphal competitions: at Rome in the Capitoline, 3 times in succession – at Neapolis twice – at 
the Actian, twice, the first and only Sinopean (to do so) – at the Nemean, twice – at the Isthmian, twice – at 
the Pythian – at the Olympic – at the Panathenaic, the first and only Sinopean (to do so) – at Antiocheia (in 
Syria), 3 times, the first and only ever of the youth and men’s classes in one day, in the men’s class – in the 
Pythian Games at Antiocheia – at Nicomedia, 3 times, the first and only ever in the under-age, youth and 
men’s classes – at the Community of Asia Games at Smyrna, Pergamum and Ephesus – at the Aspis at 
Argos, twice – at the community of Asia Games at Sardis, twice, at Philadelphia, twice, at Tralles, twice, at 
Hierapolis, twice, at Laodiceia, twice, at Thyateira, twice, at Mytilene, twice – at the Community of Pontus 
Games, twice – at the Community of Galatia Games, twice – at the Community of Macedonia Games – at 
the Community of Bithynia Games at Nicaea, twice – at the Community of Cappadocia Games – and at 
other competitions in the half-talent class, 110 times. (In all) 150 victories. By decision of the Senate. 
(Trans. French)]
 Reinach 1916, 358 si l’on conserve ensuit la leçon ΡΝ on pourrait y voir le nombre des victoires 555
remportées par notre athlète dans ces jeux mineurs, 150 contre 50 victoires isélastiques (Rome 3, Naples 5, 
Actia 2, Néméennes? 2, Isthmiques 2, Pythiques 1, Olympiques 1, Panathénées 1, Antioche 4, Nicomédie 3, 
Commune Asiae 15, Argos 2, autres  Κοινά 7, Nicée 2 = total 50).
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 The tabulation shows that French and Reinach’s readings vary, leading to a 
difference in count of iselastic victories, as well as the total count of victories. For our 
current discussion, we focus on the differences in their interpretation of ΡΝ. Reinach 
sidestepped the issue of the Greek numerals ΡΝ by taking it to be “jeux mineurs,” but 
French confidently produced καὶ ἄλλ[ου]ς ἡµιταλαντιαίους ριʹ for minor games, leaving 
Ἀντιόχειαν γʹ πρῶτος καὶ µόνος τῶν ἀπὸ αἰῶνος 
ἀγενείων καὶ ἀνδρῶν ἡµέρᾳ µιᾷ 
3 3
ἀνδρῶν Πύθια ἐν Ἀντιοχείᾳ 1 1
Νεικοµήδειαν γʹ πρῶτος καὶ µόνος τῶν ἀπ’ αἰῶνος 
παίδων ἀγενείων ἀνδρῶν 
3 3
Κοινὰ Ἀσίας: Σµύρναν 1 1
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Πέργαµον 1 1
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Ἔφεσον 1 1
τὴν ἐξ Ἄργους ἀσ[πί]δα βʹ 2 2
Κοινὰ Ἀσίας Σάρδις βʹ 2 2
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Φιλαδέλφειαν βʹ 2 2
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Τράλλεις βʹ 2 2
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Ἱερὰν πόλιν βʹ 2 2
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Λαδίκεαν βʹ 2 1 R: no β´
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Θυάτειρα βʹ 2 2
(Κοινὰ Ἀσίας) Μυτιλήνην βʹ 2 1 R: no β´
Κοινὸν Πόντου βʹ 2 2
Κοινὸν Γαλατίας βʹ 2 2
Κοινὸν Μακεδονίας 1 1
Κοινὸν Βειθυνίας Νείκεαν βʹ 2 3 R: counts Κοινὸν Βειθυνίας 
+ Νείκεαν βʹ = 3
Κοινὸν Καππαδοκίας 1 1
καὶ ἄλλ[ου]ς ἡµιταλαντιαίους ριʹ 110 n/a R: restore ἀνδριαντὶ
ρν´ 150 150 F: total victories  
R: minor victories
Total: Iselastic Victories 48 50
Total 158 50
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ΡΝ open to interpretation. French translated the Greek numerals ΡΝ to be “(in all) 150 
victories,”  but this number does not reconcile with the 158 victories based on his 556
reading. In light of the current discussion on the use of the era, we propose that it is 
possible for the number 150 to be the year of an era. We have a terminus post quem in 
lines 3-4, where we learn that Rufus won the Capitolia three times in succession. The 
Capitolia began in 86 CE, and as a quinquennial event, the third would be 94 CE. For a 
terminus ante quem we have no indication other than the fact that the Panhellenia, first 
held in 137 CE, is absent from the victory list of such an accomplished boxer. If adopting 
the colonial era for the year 150, the inscription could be dated to 105 CE, within the 
proposed chronological range for the victory list. Conversely, assuming an epoch of 70 
BCE, the 150th year would be 80 CE, which falls outside of the acceptable chronological 
range. In short, we have a good basis to interpret the Greek numerals ΡΝ as the 15th year 
of the colonial era.  
 The dating of the Sinopean victory list – a tally of agones that were “Hellenic” 
events – adds to the impression that the colonial era was the only official reckoning of the 
year used at Sinope before the Severan period, because if the Lucullan era was really in 
use, a victory list documenting agones would have been the context in which to use it. 
This makes Sinope’s switch to the Lucullan era in the Severan period all the more 
curious. One possibility to be explored further in the third part of the chapter is that the 
Lucullan era had significance beyond the symbolism of freedom that a Roman colony 
was once awarded. The Lucullan era was recognised also by Abonuteichos and Amastris, 
 French 2004, 77.556
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with the Amastrian tradition the most impressive of all. For Sinope to adopt an era that 
was already accepted by its peers in the same province suggests a powerful regionalising 
trend taking hold of coastal Paphlagonian cities. We may be looking at a process in which 
the Lucullan era becomes a regional era, similar to those found in provinces such as 
Macedonia and Asia.  557
 We conclude our discussion of Sinope with brief mention on the use of the era for 
reckoning of the year in Abonuteichos, with a fuller discussion in part three. There are 
only two inscriptions from Abonuteichos that show the use of the era. The first is an 
inscription honoring Septimius Severus dedicated by the local magistrates serving under 
a certain Gallus son of Avitus, twice High Priest and twice chief magistrate, in the era 
 Leschhorn 1993, 214-215. In Macedonia, we have the Actian era with its epoch beginning in 31/0 BCE 557
and another era beginning in 148 BCE. Tod’s discussions of the Macedonian era in Tod 1915, 206-217, and 
Tod 1919, 54-67; Tod 1953, 382-397, remain seminal works. In particular, Tod point to two examples in 
1915 209 as critical to come a precise determination of when the Macedonian era began. One inscription 
(Tod 1919 207 no. 2 has the formula ἔτους ϝο´ (76) Σεβαστοῦ τοῦ καὶ βϙρ´ (192) is followed by the 
imperial titulature of Claudius, identifying the year as when the emperor received his fourth tribunicia 
potestas, and hence between 25th of January of 44 CE and 24th of January of 45 CE. This provides an 
important correlation: the epoch could not be 146 BCE, which was when the Macedonian province was 
established, for it would make the 192th Macedonian year 46 CE. One could further narrow down the 
precise year and month of the Macedonian era with an inscription of 141/2 CE (Tod 1919, 209 fn. 3) that 
equates the ides of March with the second of Xandikos, and sequencing would find that the beginning of 
the Macedonian year is October 15th. In Asia, an decree issued by katoikia Akokome is dated to the 21st 
year of the victory of the deified older Caesar imperator, and the fourth year of victory of the younger 
Caesar imperator. Leschhorn 1993, 425-426. At Apollonis, TAM V.2 1229 ll. 1-7 ἔτους εἰκοστοῦ καὶ 
πρώτου τῆς Καίσα|ρος τοῦ πρεσβυτέρου Αὐτοκράτο|ρος θεοῦ νείκης, τετάρτου δὲ τῆς | Καίσαρος τοῦ 
πρεσβυτέρου Αὐτοκράτορος θεοῦ νείκης, τετάρτου δὲ τῆς Καίσαρος τ[οῦ] νεωτέρου Αὐτοκράτορο[ς], || 
θεοῦ υἱοῦ, στεφανηφόρου δὲ καὶ ἱερέ|ως τῆς Ῥώµης Ἀπολλωνίδου τοῦ Αἰσ|χρίωνος, µηνὸς Δαισίου 
δωδεκάτῃ. At Sardis, the 6th year of an unspecified era is associated with the High Priesthood of an 
unspecified imperial cult, ll. 1-2 ἔτου ς´, ἐπ᾽ ἀρχιερέως Ἑρµογένου. Robert 1982, 366-367 provided three 
scenarios, including the Sullan era which would yield a date of 43/42 BCE, the Pharsalian era of 48/47 
BCE, and the Actian era 31/30 BCE. Robert points out that the reference to the High Priesthood makes the 
Actian era more likely, as this office of the imperial cult appeared earliest in the aftermath of Actium. It is 
possible that the era in the province of Asia was the product of the establishment of the provincial imperial 
cult in Asia, and Leschhorn proposes that the Koinon of Asia may have been involved in the dissemination 
of the era. Leschhorn, 426.
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year 274.  The second, dedicated to Caracalla, is damaged, and has limited value.  558 559
The years of the era in the two inscriptions are aligned with specific emperors, but not to 
specific years during their reign. We are left with guesswork, and for the era year 274 to 
be associated with Septimius Severus, who reigned between 193-211 CE, the range of 
possible epochs falls between 81 BCE to 63 BCE. This range excludes the Actian era, the 
Amisenian freedom era of 32/1 BCE and the Sinopean colonial era of 45/4 BCE. We are 
left with the Lucullan era of 70 BCE, used primarily in Amastris but later in Sinope 
during the Severan period. It seems, then, possible that by the Severan period, the 
Lucullan era had become the common era recognised by most if not all cities in coastal 
Paphlagonia. 
4.2.5 Summary 
 Our survey of coastal Paphlagonian time reckoning shows that cities reckoned 
their year individually. The individuality invested in the reckoning of the year was 
important, because the beginning of a year is the optimal time for commemorating a 
specific event that was communally significant. Heraclea’s use of the reckoning of its 
year was likely different from those of other coastal Paphlagonian cities, which used the 
eponymous basileus of the Milesian colonial tradition. Its reference to the Roman 
 Marek Kat. Abonuteichos 3 = Hirschfeld 1888 no. 39 [τὸν µέγιστον καὶ] | [θειότατον Αὐτοκράτορα] | 558
Καίσαρα Λούκιον Σεπτίµιον | Σεουῆρον Περτίνακα || Σεβαστὸν Εὐσεβῆ, Εὐτυχῆ | οἱ περὶ Γάλλον Ἀουείτου 
| δὶς ἀρχιερέα καὶ τὸ βʹ | πρῶτον ἄρχοντα ἄρ|χοντες ἀνέστησαν || ἐκ τῶν τῆς πόλεως | χρηµάτων ἐν τῷ | 
δοσʹ ἔτει.
 Marek, Kat. Abonuteichos 4 τὸν µέγιστον καὶ | θειότατον Αὐτοκράτορα | Μᾶρκον Αὐρήλιον | 559
Ἀντωνεῖνον Εὐσεβῆ || Παρθικὸν µέγιστο[ν] | Βρεταννικὸν µέγισ[τον] | Γερµανικὸν µέγιστ[ον] | Σεβαστὸν, 
οἱ πε[ρὶ] | Σέξτον Οὐείβιο[ν] || Διογένην αʹ ἄρ[χοντα] | ἄρχοντες ἀνέστ[ησαν] | [ἐκ] τῶν τῆς πόλ[εως] | 
[χρηµάτων ἐν τῷ ․․σʹ ἔ]τει.
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consular years in the reign of Hadrian also indicates that Heraclea was perhaps eager to 
portray itself as complying with Hadrian’s policies. These traits are not found in Amisus, 
Sinope, Abonuteichos or Amastris, which again marks the unique position of Heraclea 
among peer cities in coastal Paphlagonia. Among the other three cities surveyed, the era 
at Amisus is the most clearly defined, both due to the seriation as well as the specific 
reference to what the era signified in an inscription from Claros. At Sinope the seriation 
of coins offers similar clarity, except that the results of seriation indicate that the city used 
two eras, the first with an epoch beginning in 45 BCE, the second with an epoch 
beginning in 70 BCE. The seriation also shows that the second epoch began only from 
the Severan period onwards, and the rationale for switching from one era to another 
remains in dispute. As for Abonuteichos, only one inscription offers some indication of 
the epoch of the era, which is likely 70 BCE, likely associated with the annexation of 
coastal Paphlagonia under Lucullus.  
 This survey of evidence indicates that the Lucullan era was of considerable 
importance to coastal Paphlagonian cities only much later in the second century CE. It 
may be that this epoch garnered additional symbolism or significance in the first two 
centuries CE due to various factors, including its continuous use by a prominent city such 
as Amastris, or even the adoption of this era by the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, 
elevating it to the status of standard time reckoning in coastal Paphlagonia. In part three, 
we examine the Amastrian evidence for the Lucullan era and its use of it as a regional 
time reckoning standard. 
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4.3 The Lucullan Era 
 We began by training our focus on the Lucullan era, and in part two we 
demonstrated that it eventually became the era for Sinope, Abonuteichos, and Amastris. 
The appearance of the Lucullan era in Sinope and Abonuteichos is two centuries later 
than the first attestation of this era at Amastris, and forms an intriguing sequence of 
development that calls for explanation. While Amastris may not have been directly 
responsible for the wider adoption of the Lucullan era in the second century CE, Amastris 
was a key contributor to the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, and its continuous as well as 
the ubiquitous use of the Lucullan era. These two circumstances lead to the likelihood 
that there were strong correlations between Amastris and the dissemination of the 
Lucullan era. Before we take a closer look at the Lucullan era from Amastrian sources to 
assess these correlations, it is necessary to first discuss an earlier assumption made by 
scholars that Amastris used the Pompeian era that commemorated the epoch when 
Pompey reorganised the double province of Pontus-Bithynia. first by looking at the role 
the Amastrian era played in earlier interpretations of eras from other cities in coastal 
Paphlagonia. We then examine the full range of the Amastrian era attested in epigraphic 
and numismatic sources to demonstrate its longevity. We conclude by exploring the 
likelihood that the Lucullan era evolved to become a regional era in coastal Paphlagonia 
due to the role that Amastris may have played as a leading contributor in the Koinon of 
the Cities in Pontus. 
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4.3.1 The Pompeian Era 
 Here we take up some of the issues of scholarly interpretation of the Pompeian era 
to clear the way for discussion of the Amastrian era and its regionalising trajectory in the 
second century CE. We revisit the inscription from Abonuteichos, mentioned in part 
two.   560
[τὸν µέγιστον καὶ] | [θειότατον Αὐτοκράτορα] | Καίσαρα Λούκιον Σεπτίµιον | 
Σεουῆρον Περτίνακα || Σεβαστὸν Εὐσεβῆ, Εὐτυχῆ | οἱ περὶ Γάλλον Ἀουείτου | δὶς 
ἀρχιερέα καὶ τὸ βʹ | πρῶτον ἄρχοντα ἄρ|χοντες ἀνέστησαν || ἐκ τῶν τῆς πόλεως | 
χρηµάτων ἐν τῷ | δοσʹ ἔτει. 
The magistrates attending to Gallus Avitus twice High Priest and twice chief archon 
set up (the statue in honoring) the greatest and most divine emperor Caesar Lucius 
Septimius Severus Pertinax Augustus Pius Felix, from the city’s funds, in the year 
274. 
 The year of the era in the inscription was 274 (δοσʹ), and the reigning emperor 
was Septimius Severus. Hence, the epoch of the era in question, given the regnal years of 
Septimius Severus (193 to 211 CE), has a probable chronological range between 81 to 63 
BCE. In the prior discussion, the era used in this inscription has been identified as the 
Lucullan era with an epoch of 70 BCE, and the year 274 would then be equivalent to 204 
CE and within the reign of Septimius Severus. Yet the earliest interpretation of the era 
advanced by Mordtmann was not Lucullan, but rather Pompeian, beginning with 63 
BCE.  The basis for the existence of the Pompeian era is not discussed by Mordtmann, 561
nor did he explain why this era from Abonuteichos must be Pompeian. Possibly, 
 Marek Kat. Abonuteichos 3 = Hirschfeld 1888 no. 39560
 Mordtmann 1864, 68. Da L. Septimius Severus von 191 bis 211 regierte, so lässt sich schwer ermitteln, 561
welche Ära das Jahreszahl dieser Inschrift 274 zum Grunde liegt; von den uns bekannten Ären passt 
höchstens die pompejische Ära, deren Epoche das Jahre 63 v. Ch. G. ist, wonach die Inschrift in das 
Todesjahr des Severus 211 n. Ch. G. fällt.
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Mordtmann assumed that the Pompeian era would have been a provincial era, adopted by 
communities that were included in the Pompeian reorganisation of the Mithridatic 
territories annexed in the late 70s and early 60s BCE. Yet, as the survey in part two 
shows, Sinope and Amisus never seemed to have adopted such an era. Furthermore, 
Mordtmann did not discuss the positions of Cavedoni and Franz, who posited that the 
Lucullan era was shared between Sinope and Amastris, “since both cities came under the 
control of Lucullus at the same time.”  The Abonuteichos inscription is produced in the 562
reign of Septimius Severus, and hence would fall within the period of time when the 
Lucullan era was indeed shared between Amastris and Sinope. Abonuteichos, which lies 
between Amastris and Sinope, was a likely subject to the influences of both cities. It 
would be plausible to attribute the era used in this third century CE inscription as 
potentially affected by the Lucullan era as well. 
 While there is no evidence that supports the existence of the Pompeian era in 
coastal Paphlagonia, Mordtmann’s proposal gained further traction and influenced Gustav 
Hirschfeld, who attempted to argue that the Amastrian era was Pompeian. Hirschfeld’s 
argument focused on CIG 4152d from Amastris that contains a reference to the 
governorship of Lucius Lollianus Avitus and the era year of 229.  Hirschfeld believed in 563
Franz’ restoration of the preamble for CIG 4152d, as well as his own reading of the era. 
 In the entry of the CIG Franz expressed uncertainty as to what era was used for an Amastrian inscription 562
(CIG III 4151), and Cavedoni 1847, 151, thinks the epoch in Amastris ought to be the based on the epoch 
of 70 BCE found at Sinope, bringing the dating of the Amastrian inscription to 190 CE. (parmi che l’era di 
Amastri debba essere la stessa che quela di Sinope, ossia la Lucullea, che ha il suo principio nel 684 di 
Roma, poichè ambedue quelle città vennero in poter di Lucullo quasi ad un tempo.) This suggestion was 
rather quickly adopted by Franz in CIG III Addenda et Corrigenda “CIG III 4151 116” 1113, where he 
presents new facimile produced by Sidoux with a new era dating and attempted to use Cavedoni’s 
suggestion of the Lucullan era to assign a new date for the inscription.
 Hirschfeld 1888, 875-876 no. 26.563
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Franz working with a very difficult facsimile produced by Sidoux, restored line 4 “. . . 
ΗΣΑΣ . ΝΤΩΙ . . ΣΕΤΕΙΕΠΙΟΝΠΕΡΗΤ . . .” restored as οἰκο|[δοµ]ήσας [ἐ]ν τῷ - - σ ἔτει 
ἐπὶ [τῶ]ν περ[ὶ. In his attempt to make sense of what seems to be the Greek numerals of 
an era ([ἐ]ν τῷ - - σ ἔτει), Franz made a bold assumption, reading the iota in ΝΤΩΙ as the 
vertical stroke of an eta, instead of the iota subscript for the dative τῷ, and restored 
lambda to form the Greek numeral ΗΛΣ (238). This reading produces a date of 169 CE 
following the Lucullan era, and further allows the restoration of τέ]κν[ω] αὐτῶν to 
become a reference to the co-emperorship of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus.  564
Hirschfeld was intrigued by Franz’s solution to τέ]κν[ω] αὐτῶν, but he was able to 
perform an autopsy, and saw the Greek numerals of the era as ΘΚΣ or 229, making it 
impossible for the year to fall within the co-emperorship of Marcus Aurelius and Lucius 
Verus with an epoch of 70 BCE.  Hirschfeld proposed that a Pompeian era with an 565
epoch of 64 BCE would reconcile both Franz’s restoration and his reading, and dated the 
inscription 165 CE.   566
 The problem with Hirschfeld’s choice of a Pompeian as opposed to the Lucullan 
era is his assumption that Franz’s solution to τέ]κν[ω] αὐτῶν was correct. Christian 
 CIG 4152d: “Dixeris vs. 4. quum Iota quod vocatur mutum exulet vs. 6, ductu I post TΩ pro altero crure 564
litterae Η accepto, designatum fuisse annum ΗΛΣ, 238, qui annus respondet anno u.c. 922. Chr. 169. 
siquidem verisimile est Imperatores, quorum nomina in lacuna interierunt, esse M. Aurelium et L. Verum.”
 Hirschfeld 1888, 875: “Bithynien und Pontus ist erst durch Hadrian Kaiserliche Provinz geworden und 565
dadurch unter die Verwaltung eines leg. et pr. praet. gekommen. Andererseits ist aber im CIGr. a. a. O. (sc. 
CIG III 4152d) richtig gesagt, dass die Kaiser M. Aurelius und L. Verus gemeint sein müssen – ihre Namen 
habe ich indessen wegen an scheinenden Mangels an Raum auf dem Steine nicht zu setzten gewagt – so 
bleibt nur ein Spielraum zwischen 161 und 172 n. Chr. Hirschfeld 1888, 875. Aber die von Franz in C. I. 
vermuthete Lucullische Aera ist dann hier nicht möglich, weil 229 - 70 = 159 CE ist. Wir werden vielmehr 
die Pompeiische Aera annehmen müssen, welche auf das Jahr 165 führt.”
 Hirschfeld further cited Lucian’s Alexander 56f where Avitus was mentioned as the governor of the 566
double province of Pontus Bithynia during the reign of Marcus Aurelius as further support. See fn. 564.
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Marek pointed out that τεκνῶν αὐτῶν should not be interpreted as the “children of 
Marcus Aurelius and Lucius Verus,” because Lucius Verus was not known to have any 
children, and the plural would have been carefully avoided.  Also, the Pompeian era 567
would not be applicable to all era-dated Amastrian inscriptions. One example, first 
published by Kalinka, has the year 277 aligned with Septimius Severus, Iulia Domna, and 
Caracalla as Augustus and Geta as Caesar.  The year 277 of the Pompeian era would be 568
213 CE, an unlikely date, because it would take place after Septimius Severus’s death 212 
CE,  and Geta would already have been elevated to Augustus, which took place in 209 569
CE.  The year 277 would have to take place before Geta’s elevation to Augustus in 209 570
CE. The year 277 in the Lucullan era would be 207 CE, within the chronological limits 
observable in the inscription. 
 Marek’s proposal for a Lucullan era is further supported by Leschhorn’s seriation 
of datable numismatic and epigraphic evidence, which runs from the first year of the era 
down to 321.  Marek therefore argued that, unlike the proposal first advanced by Franz 571
and later Hirschfeld, the province of Pontus-Bithynia was made into an imperial province 
as early as 159 CE under the reign of Antoninus Pius. The governor Lollianus Avitus 
 Marek 1985, 147.567
 Kalinka 1933, 66 no. 14 [ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτ]ορος Καίσαρος Λ. Σεπτιµίου Σευήρου [Περτίνακος] | 568
[Σεβαστοῦ Ἀραβικοῦ] Ἀδιαβηνικοῦ Παρθικοῦ µεγίστου καὶ Αὐτοκράτο[ρος] | [Μάρκου Αὐρηλίου 
Ἀντων]είνου Αὐγούστου Σεβαστο[ῦ καὶ 〚Π. Σεπτίµιος Γέτας〛] | [Καίσαρος καὶ Ἰουλίας Δόµνη]ς 
Σεβαστῆς µητρὸς κάστρων καὶ τοῦ σύµπαντος οἴκο[υ] || [αὐτῶν σωτηρίας καὶ νείκ]ης καὶ αἰωνίου διαµονῆς 
καὶ ἱερᾶς συνκλήτου καὶ δήµου Ῥω|[µαίων καὶ τοῦ δήµου Ἀµα]στριανῶν Λονγιδιανὸς Ῥούφου 
ἐφηβαρχήσας τῷ ζοσʹ ἔτ[ει] | [— — — — — —]νον Διονυσίου τῇ πατρίδι τὸν δῆµον κατασκευάσας σὺ|[ν 
τῷ βωµῷ(?) — — —].
 Marek 1985, 147-148.569
 Geta’s elevation is in 209 CE. PIR S 325. SHA Sept. Sev. 16.3.4. Cf. Levick 2007, 48 no. 87.570
 Leschhorn 1993, 479-481.571
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would have a tenure that extended from the reign of Antoninus Pius to the early years of 
Marcus Aurelius, given the reference in Lucian.  Leschhorn further pointed out that, as 572
a matter of fact, no evidence from Bithynia and Pontus indicates that the Pompeian era 
actually existed, for the studies that cite the Pompeian era for Pontus-Bithynia are all 
derived from Hirschfeld’s interpretation.  Accordingly, the year 274 on the 573
Abonuteichos inscription dedicated to Septimius Severus is more likely Lucullan than 
Pompeian, and hence ought to be dated to 204 CE instead of 211 CE. 
 In short, this section reiterates Leschhorn’s observation that the Pompeian era was 
not part of the chronographic tradition among communities in Pontus-Bithynia. This 
section also identified the problems with the positions taken by Mordtmann and 
Hirschheld with regard to their interpretations of the eras from Abonuteichos and 
Amastris. As we have established a firm basis for interpreting the Lucullan era as the 
standard of time reckoning in Sinope, Abonuteichos and Amastris, we move to examine 
the tradition of the Lucullan era at Amastris in the following section. 
4.3.2 The Lucullan Era at Amastris 
 The use of the Lucullan era at Amastris is best viewed via Leschhorn’s seriation, 
which can be summarised into two phases.  The first consists of only numismatic 574
examples, with the Lucullan era of years ranging from 1 (=A or 71/0 BCE) to 43 (=ΓΜ or 
 Luc. Alex. 56.572
 Leschhorn 1993, 418-419.573
 Leschhorn 1993, 479-481. Rec. gén. 176-169*.574
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29/8 BCE) found on legends of Amastrian coin issues.  The use of the era falls off from 575
the numismatic record altogether from the Augustan period onwards. It is intriguing to 
consider that the latest numismatic issue dated to the year 43 or 29/28 BCE coincides 
with the year when the Hellenes in Bithynia and Asia petitioned for permission to 
establish precincts for the imperial cult in their respective provinces,  and precedes 27 576
BCE when the Augustan reform settled the status of Pontus-Bithynia as a praetorian 
province.  We note that subsequent Amastrian bronze issues no longer bear the era, and 577
the imperial portraitures become the only chronological markers identifiable on 
Amastrian coins.  
 The second phase consists only of epigraphic examples, with the first attested 
year of the era being the 121st year or 51 CE, from a monument dedicated both to the 
emperor Claudius and an unspecified demos by an agoranomos called Dionysios son of 
Dionysios.  The era is here used in conjunction with the eponymous office of 578
grammateus, which is not attested in other Amastrian inscriptions. Another epomynous 
 Leschhorn 1993, 479. All of the coins have Tyche with a mural crown on the obverse, and 575
ΑΜΑΣΤΡΕΩΣ on the reverse, with various designs. These coins with era dates never have the legend of the 
propraetor Gaius Papirius Carbo on the reverse, which itself formed a separate series that could be dated by 
the Carbo’s successful legal assault on Marcus Aurelius Cotta and subsequent control of Pontus-Bithynia 
between 61 and 59 BCE, as well as by the Nicomedian coins that have both Carbo’s name as well as the 
Bithynian regnal years from 222 to 224 or the so-called “proconsular era,” which epoch was 282/281 BCE. 
Leschhorn 1993, 191-197 for the survey of sources, including coin series of Papirius Carbo between 62-59 
BCE and Vibius Pansa of 47/6 BCE. Güney 2015, 34-35, introducing recent discussions on the precise 
epoch of the Bithynian regnal year as well as the governorship of Papirius Carbo.
 Burrell 2004, 148. Dio 51.20.6-8.576
 Strab. 17.25. ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἀρχαῖς γε διέθηκε ποιήσας ὑπατικὰς µὲν δύο . . . δέκα δὲ στρατηγικάς . . . δεκάτην 577
δὲ Βιθυνίαν µετὰ τῆς προποντίδος καὶ τοῦ Πόντου τινῶν µερῶν.
 Kat Amastris 2 αὐτοκράτορι Τιβερίωι | Κλαυδίωι Καίσαρι Σεβαστῶι | Γερµανικῶι καὶ τῶι | δήµωι   578
Διονύσιος | Διονυσίου, φύσει δὲ Ἀπφου, ἀγορανόµος ἐν τῶι ακρ´ ἔτει, γραµµατεύοντος    
Θεοφίλου τοῦ Θεοφίλου. [To the emperor Tiberius Claudius Caesar Augustus and to the demos, Dionysius 
son of Dionysius and adopted son of Apphus, the agoranomos in the year 121, when the grammateus was 
Theophilus son of Theophilus.]
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office associated with the era is what may have been the chief magistrate πρῶτος ἄρχων. 
In CIG 4152d mentioned in the previous section, we have a certain individual who 
“served as ephebarch in the year 229 (159 CE) when the magistrates were led by P[…] as 
chief magistrate” ( ἐφηβαρ]|[χ]ήσας ἐν τῶι θκσʹ ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Π[— — — — — — 
πρῶτον] | ἄρχοντα ἀρχόντων).  The eponymous chief magistracy appears also in similar 579
honorific context on inscriptions set up during the reigns of Hadrian and Antoninus Pius, 
in the formula ἐν τῷ X ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Y ἀρχόντων, with two inscriptions. The first is a 
dedication made in the year 201 (131 CE) when the emperor was Hadrian, and when the 
magistrates were led by Lucius Aelius Aelianus (ἐν τῷ ασʹ | ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Λ. Αἴλιον | 
Αἰλιανὸν ἀρχόντων).  The second inscription is a dedication made in the year 217 (147 580
CE) when the emperor was Antoninus Pius, and when the magistrates were led by 
Caelicianus Theon (ἐν τῷ ζισʹ ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Καιλικιανὸν Θέωνα ἀρχόν̣των).  The 581
reference to the chief magistrate seems to continue in the third century CE, when the 
ephebarch Longidianus Rufus furnished a monument in the year 277 (207 CE) while 
Geta was not yet Augustus,  and one would expect a reference to the person who was in 582
a leading position, though we note that the formulaic ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ . . . ἀρχόντων is now 
 Marek, Kat. Amastris 11 ll. 5-7.579
 Marek 1993, 161 no. 10 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτορος Καίσα|ρος θεοῦ Τραιανοῦ Παρθικοῦ 580
υἱοῦ, | θεοῦ Νέρουα υἱωνοῦ, Τραιανοῦ || Ἁδριανοῦ Σεβαστοῦ ἡγεµο|νίας τε καὶ αἰωνίου διαµονῆς | καὶ 
νείκης καὶ ἱερᾶς συνκλή | του καὶ δήµου Ῥωµαίων καὶ | βουλῆς καὶ δήµου τοῦ Ἀµαστρι||ανῶν Γάϊος 
Ἡλιοφῶντος | ἐφηβαρχήσας ἐν τῷ ασʹ | ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ Λ. Αἴλιον | Αἰλιανὸν ἀρχόντων τὸν σά|τυρον σὺν 
τῷ βωµῷ ἐκ τῶν || ἰδίων κατασκευάσας ἀνέ|θηκεν ἐνγράψας καὶ τοὺς | ὑπ’ αὐτὸν ἐφήβους.
 SEG 41.1106 ἀγαθῆι τύχηι. | Αὐτοκράτορα τὸ βʹ Καίσαρα | Τ. Αἴλιον Ἁδριανὸν Ἀντων[ῖ] | [ν]ον Εὐσεβῆ 581
Σεβαστὸν ἡ βου||λὴ καὶ ὁ δῆµος ἐκ τῶν κατα | λειφθέντων χρηµάτων ὑ|πὸ Γαίου Ἡλιοφῶντος κατὰ | 
διαθήκην, ὥστε παρὰ ἔτος ἐκ | τῆς προσόδου αὐτῶν ἀνίστα || [σ]θαι ἀνδριάντα τοῦ Αὐτοκ[ρά]|τορος καὶ 
ἀποκατασταθέ̣ν̣ | των τῇ πόλει ὑπὸ τῆς γυναι|κὸς αὐτοῦ καὶ κληρονόµο[υ] | Μαρκιανῆς Μαρκέλλου ἀνέ|̣|
σ(τησεν) ἐν τῷ ζισʹ ἔτει ἐπὶ τῶν περὶ | Καιλικιανὸν Θέωνα ἀρχόν̣των.
 Geta receives the title of Augustus in 209 CE. PIR S 325. SHA Sept. Sev. 16.3.4. Cf. Levick 2007, 48 582
no. 87. 
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changed. (τῷ ζοσʹ ἔτ[ει] | [ . . . ]νον Διονυσίου).  All of the inscriptions cited here have 583
a clear reference to the reigning emperors and principal figures in the imperial family, 
which are important in terms of contextualising the era. Yet, the most important 
information is CIG 4152d, for it can be precisely dated to 159 CE based on multiple 
reference points, and its use of the same chronographic formula found in the other 
inscriptions cited here help define the Amastrian era used in the epigraphic context as 
Lucullan. 
 It is in this respect that we can fully accept Leschhorn’s seriation, which includes 
a total of 33 examples spanning from year 1 to year 321 or 70 BCE to 251 CE, and across 
two different media, the numismatic and the epigraphic. In comparison, the Lucullan era 
in Sinope is attested only in a series of coins spanning from the year 264 to the year 335, 
or 194 to 265 CE. The Lucullan era is therefore comparatively better established at 
Amastris than at Sinope, and it is possible to assume that Sinope’s adoption of the 
Lucullan era was the result of Amastrian influence. This assumption is weak, because we 
do not know of any direct influence that Amastris had on Sinope, but the coincidence is 
nevertheless impossible to ignore.  
 We can approach a thesis on the regional influence of Amastris from the contours 
generated by numismatic, epigraphic, and literary sources. In terms of numismatic 
evidence, there is a series of metropolitan coins issued by Amastris during the reign of 
 Marek 1993, 163 no. 18 [ὑπὲρ τῆς Αὐτοκράτ]ορος Καίσαρος Λ. Σεπτιµίου Σευήρου [Περτίνακος] | 583
[Σεβαστοῦ Ἀραβικοῦ] Ἀδιαβηνικοῦ Παρθικοῦ µεγίστου καὶ Αὐτοκράτο[ρος] | [Μάρκου Αὐρηλίου 
Ἀντων]είνου Αὐγούστου Σεβαστο[ῦ καὶ 〚Π. Σεπτίµιος Γέτας〛] | [Καίσαρος καὶ Ἰουλίας Δόµνη]ς 
Σεβαστῆς µητρὸς κάστρων καὶ τοῦ σύµπαντος οἴκο[υ] || [αὐτῶν σωτηρίας καὶ νείκ]ης καὶ αἰωνίου διαµονῆς 
καὶ ἱερᾶς συνκλήτου καὶ δήµου Ῥω|[µαίων καὶ τοῦ δήµου Ἀµα]στριανῶν Λονγιδιανὸς Ῥούφου 
ἐφηβαρχήσας τῷ ζοσʹ ἔτ[ει] | [— — — — — —]νον Διονυσίου τῇ πατρίδι τὸν δῆµον κατασκευάσας σὺ|[ν 
τῷ βωµῷ(?) — — —].
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Trajan that point to both the city’s advertisement of its leading status, as well as the actual 
ability of the city to issue coins. In terms of epigraphic evidence, there are several High 
Priesthoods of Pontus and Pontarchs who originate from Amastris and its territory. The 
two types of evidence have been discussed in previous chapters, and we would refrain 
from elaborating further. There is also archaeological evidence yet to be mentioned, 
which requires a brief discussion here.  
 Amastris is the site of an impressive building in opus latericium, now called the 
Bedesten,  which is located in the sacred district of Roman Amastris.  A 19th-century 584 585
travelogue mentioned the remains of a marble temple to the in the proximity of the 
Bedesten,  and recently an intriguing discovery of a group of statues in 1993 near the 586
Bedesten during construction work further highlighted the potential that this sacred 
region also was the site of a temple for the imperial cult.  The findsite of the statues is 587
 Hoffmann 1989, 206-207. The remains of this opus latericium building reveal a 120 m by 40 m floor 584
plan, with the wide East-West façade facing northwards preserving the walls that articulate a grand central 
hall of 22.6 m wide and 17 deep, with 6 rooms of various size symmetrically flanking it. The exterior 
façade is decorated by triads of pierced indentures that have a rectangular space flanked by half-round 
niches, and the interior of the façade is also ornately decorated with opus reticulatum. Hoffmann, who was 
the first to publish measurements and a floor plan for the Bedesten, suggested that it may have been 
inspired by the Italian portico designs, though there may have been other architectural inspirations. Aydın et 
al. 2015 230-231 suggests that it was likely “a horreum on the arterial road leading south,” though this 
analysis seem to stand at odds with the more elaborate decorations such as opus reticulata still visible 
today, and Hoffmann’s suggestion of a market building or basilica remains the better assessment due to full 
consideration of the decorative aspect of the building.
 Robert 1980, 151-163 discusses an inscription found in 1963 that makes reference to the platearchs of 585
the holy quarters, associated with the Bedesten area. SEG 30.1449 “left of the panel three wreaths, within 
these the inscription Ἱερο|νεικῶν; τὸ ἄµ|φοδον; At the right three wreaths; in the first no text; in the first no 
text; in the other two the following inscriptions: Ἱεραµ|φθδει | τῶν; πλατε|άρχαι.” ἄµφοδον denotes a 
quarter of a city, ἱεραµφοδεῖται the dwellers of the quarter of the sacred, denoting a quarter dedicated to the 
main deity or deities of Amastris.
 Boré 1840, 235: “A l’entrée du vallon, deux monuments frappèrent nos regards. Le premier était un 586
temple en marbre blanc, dont le temps et la main des hommes n’ont point effacé les derniers festons, qu’y 
avait prodigués la sculpture. L’autre, beaucoup plus vaste, étendait sur deux lignes parallèles ses mursde 
briques, que le ciment romain a rendus indestructibles.”
 Ateşoğulları & Şımşek 1995; Aydın et al. 2015.587
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approximately 50 meters east of the Bedesten, and this findsite is also the location where 
a bath house may have been situated.  The statues include an over-life-size cuirassed 588
emperor of the Hierapytna type sculpted in the half-round,  and an over-life-size statue 589
in the round of a woman wearing a chiton, himation and stola, likely of early imperial 
date.  Aydın et al. identified the statue as potentially depicting Hadrian, and made an 590
intriguing connection between the statue with Amastrian inscriptions and literary 
accounts that could have been related to a concerted effort by Amastrians to honor 
Hadrian with statues, altars, and agonistic games.  Hopefully, the speculative nature of 591
the archaeological evidence mentioned here would be soon clarified with planned 
excavations of Amasra announced in 2017. At present, we take a more conservative 
approach, and assume that the over-life-size cuirassed statue of an emperor was likely 
associated with a building of the imperial cult in the sacred quarter of Amastris, 
potentially part of a Kaisersaal of the imperial cult situated within a large public building 
 Ateşoğulları & Şımşek 1995, 101 plan 1; Aydın et al. 2015, 230. Aydın et al. noted that the statues were 588
found adjacent to a wall of what may have been a bath house, though the wall was not preserved, nor were 
its contours further explored, and the relationship between the statues and the wall was not clearly 
described nor defined. Aydın et al. 2015, 231-232.
 Aydın et al. 2015, 224-225. The cuirass decoration of the Amastrian example is studied by Karanastasi 589
2012-2013, 333-334 who observed that the style and iconographic features are “provincial and simplified” 
if not also poorly composed and asymmetrical, and ought to be understood as a “local” product. Aydın et al. 
2015, 226 notes that there is also the possibility that the statue depicted other emperors as well.
 Aydın et al. 2015, 223-233. The statues were found “densely packed in a small trench,” arranged next to 590
each other “in careful placement,” and all of them headless. Aydın et al. 2015, 233. Aydın et al. 2015, 
233-234 notes that, apart from possible decapitation, there are no additional signs of reuse or mutilation on 
the statues, which makes it possible that their abandonment was due to disuse of the building that housed 
them.
 Marek 1993, 95-96 invokes Lucian On the Dance 79 to argue that there was a form of social 591
competition involving a Bacchian dance that elites from the cities in Pontus including Amastris participated 
in regularly. Marek further associates two inscriptions to this Bacchian dance, both concerning a 
performance called the satyron, the first is Kat. Amastris no. 44, involving a trained athlete competing in 
the satyron and died in Pergamon, while another, Marek Kat. Amastris no. 10, is an ephebic dedication of 
an altar with satyr statue in the reign of Hadrian.
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complex that may have also included the Bedesten.  The scale of public infrastructure at 592
Amastris was therefore significant, and would have the potential to serve as the venue for 
the gathering of the delegates of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus in the second and 
third centuries CE. 
!  
FIG. 25. THE BEDESTEN AT AMASTRIS 
 Lucian’s description of the accessibility of Amastris is also necessary to take into 
account. To Lucian, a well-travelled second-century sophist, Amastris was a port-of-call 
to where he moved his family, and where Scythians would naturally stop on their way to 
 Aydın et al. 2015, 231-233 discusses the presence of a wall and terracotta pipes found with the statuary, 592
though these features have not been preserved by the excavators due to their focus on the statues instead of 
the archaeological context. The association of the statues with the wall and the terracotta pipes would in 
turn suggest that the statues were housed within a kaisarsaal or imperial hall filled with imperial emblems 
and statuary – which is a common feature at gymnasium-bath complexes. See also Yegül 1982, 11-31 on 
the connection between halls filled with imperial imagery and the imperial cult, with particular focus on the 
Middle Gymnasium at Pergamum ( 12) for the dedication to Augustus and Livia as theoi sebastoi and new 
gods alongside Hermes and Herakles (IGR IV 1908). This is a clear indication for the kaisersaal as “a 
religious place,” in which contains “permanent provisions for the observance of altar ceremony and related 
cult ritual to be conducted predominantly at a popular and private level” ( 30-31).
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Athens. This matter-of-fact description seems to imply that Amastris was a transportation 
hub in the second century CE. Further support of the significance of Amastris in the 
transition from the second to the third century CE is found in milestone records. We learn 
that in 198 CE, Quintus Tinius Sacerdos the legatus Augusti pro praetore restored public 
roads from Tium and from Amastris respectively.  The restoration of the Tium-Amastris 593
road coincided with the efforts by Lucius Petronius Verus in restoring the public roads in 
the vicinity of Pompeiopolis, attested in a milestone set up in the same year.  We posit 594
that there was a conscious effort led by the Severan governors and procurators to re-
establish and to improve the connections between coastal and interior territories of 
coastal Paphlagonian cities. The completion of these would result in the improvement of 
land accessibility for imperial and senatorial agents, as well as military activities between 
coastal and inner Paphlagonia at the beginning of the third century CE. The maintenance 
work on the public roads may simply be a matter of necessity, considering that the 
previous maintenance was carried out under Antoninus Pius in the Tium region,  but the 595
attention of the Severan period governors in this region suggests that Amastris and Tium 
had become important nodes in the north Anatolian road network by the late second 
century CE. Such focus on the accessibility of Amastris with its neighboring cities further 
suggest that Amastris held a privileged position from the point of view of the imperial 
administrators of the second and third century CE. Possibly, Amastris’ role in the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus was a major factor that transformed it from a city isolated from its 
 French 2013, 32-34.593
 French 2013, 81-82.594
 French 2013, 31-32.595
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own interior territory by mountainous terrain into a regional hub that connected coastal 
and inner Paphlagonia with the Pontic region. 
!  
FIG. 25 ROAD NETWORK IN PONTUS-BITHYNIA 
4.3.3 Summary 
 In sum, we find a range of sources, numismatic, epigraphic, and literary, that 
overlap in the second and third centuries CE and point to Amastris as an increasingly 
popular destination and venue for the celebration of the imperial cult. Perhaps the Koinon 
of the Cities in Pontus offered Amastris a key platform to accelerate and amplify its 
influence over other cities in coastal Paphlagonia, with the result that Sinope and 
Abonuteichos adopted the Lucullan era by the Severan period. 
!291
4.4 Conclusion 
 This chapter has examined the reckoning of the month and the reckoning of the 
year in coastal Paphlagonia, and identified the Amastrian system of time reckoning as 
having the greatest potential to bear regional significance. The Amastrian reckoning of 
the month is likely a continuation of the Mithridatic calendrical system, which in turn 
was a branch of the Seleucid calendar assimilated with the Babylonian 19-year 
intercalary cycle. Various indications suggest that the Amastrian calendrical system 
continued to be lunar, with reference points such as the beginning of the year fixed to the 
autumnal or spring equinoctal points, and the beginning of each month based on the 
observance of lunar phases. However, there may have been some influence from the 
Julian calendar, such as the adoption of the 365 day year, in accordance with the normal 
practice across Anatolia. This would have allowed the Amastrian calendar greater 
predictability than its lunar precedent. Coastal Paphlagonian cities likely all used some 
variation of the Mithridatid calendrical system, which leads to the possibility that the 
Amastrian calendar, with its enduring tradition and frequent use in everyday life, may 
have become an important standard for the coastal Paphlagonian cities to take into 
account, and it must have had significant impact on the operational schedules of the 
Koinon of the Cities in Pontus due to the city’s significant contributions in filling the 
offices of the Koinon. 
 This chapter has also examined the possibility that the Lucullan era became a 
regional standard for the reckoning of the year in the second century CE. Coastal 
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Paphlagonian cities indeed used various ways of reckoning the year. Some 
commemorated particular historical events that gave the city a special status, such as the 
“freedom” era of Amisus, and Sinope’s colonial era. Heraclea, on the other hand, seemed 
to have maintained a Miletian tradition of reckoning the year by the eponymous basileus. 
Heraclea also stands out as having used the consular year, a practice not attested in 
coastal Paphlagonian cities, and this suggests that it nurtured its relationship with the 
Roman imperial center with particular care. The most striking aspect of the coastal 
Paphlagonian practice of reckoning the year comes from Sinope. This city used the 
colonial era for two centuries, but switched to a reckoning system in the Severan period 
that had the same epoch as Amastris. This phenomenon may not have been peculiar only 
to Sinope, as Abonuteichos seems to have used the Lucullan era in the reign of Septimius 
Severus, leading to the possibility that the two cities adopted an era always used by 
Amastris, because they were influenced by it.  
 There are reasons to believe that Amastris did play an important part in 
disseminating its system of reckoning. Amastris was prosperous in the second century 
CE, with archaeological, epigraphical and literary sources pointing to its significant 
contributions to the imperial cult, to the liturgies of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus, 
and to its importance as a port-of-call that served as an interface between the Pontic 
region and the Mediterranean. Its ardent participation in the Koinon assembly would have 
offered them an important platform for setting standards and orientating schedules to 
their benefit. With this in mind, we ought to view time reckoning as both an indication of 
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Amastris’ influence over its peers, as well as furnishing the tools of power for them to 
take further advantage of the Koinon’s venue. 
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Appendix 3: Formulaic Patterns of Regnal Years 
1. Era as header: 
Kios:  
IK Kios 16 ἔτους αιʹ ἐπὶ Αὐτοκράτορος Νέρουα Τραϊ|ανοῦ Καίσαρος Σεβαστοῦ Γερµανικοῦ | 
Δακικοῦ κτλ.  
IK Iznik 1035 ἔτους γʹ | Ἀντωνείνου | Καίσαρος κτλ.  
Nicaea:  
IK Iznik 1161 ἔτους ἐνάτου | ἐπὶ Νέρωνος Κλ|αυδίου Καίσαρος | Σεβαστοῦ κτλ.  
IK Iznik 1202 ἔτους [․․ʹ Α]ὐτοκρά|τορος Νέρουα Τραιανοῦ | Καίσαρος [Σ]εβα[στ]οῦ κτλ.  
IK Iznik 1206 ἔτους ειʹ ἐπὶ | Αὐτοκράτορος | Τραιανοῦ Ἁδριανοῦ | Καίσαρος Σεβασ||τοῦ κτλ.  
Nicomedia:  
TAM IV,1 15 ἔτους διʹ 〚[Δ]ο[µ]ε[τιανοῦ]〛| Καίσαρος Σεβασ[τοῦ Γερµα]|νικοῦ κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 16 [ἀγαθῇ τ]ύχῃ. ἔτους ϛʹ | [Αὐτοκράτορος Τ]ραϊανοῦ Ἁδριανοῦ Καίσαρος | 
[Σεβαστοῦ κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 17 ll. 7, 12, 17-19 ἔτους διʹ Ἁδριανοῦ Καίσαρος . . . ἔτους ϛιʹ Τραϊανοῦ Ἁδριανοῦ 
Καίσαρος . . . ἔτο̣υ̣ς̣ ̣| [Α]ὐτοκράτορος εʹ Καίσαρος Μ. Αὐρηλίου Κοµµόδου Ἀντω[νεί]|[ν]ου̣ κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 18 ἔτους ιηʹ Αὐτοκρά[τορος Τραϊανοῦ] | Ἁδριανοῦ Καίσαρ[ο]ς [Σεβαστοῦ] κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 49 ἔτους βιʹ Τί(του) Αἰλίου | Ἀντωνείνου Καίσαρος.  
ΤΑΜ IV,1 50 ἔτους ιβʹ Τ[ί](του) Αἰλίου | Ἁδριανοῦ Ἀντω|νείνου Καίσαρος.  
TAM IV,1 63 ἔτους ηʹ [Ἀν]|τωνείνο[υ Καίσαρος] κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 87 ἔτους ․․ʹ Κ]αίσ(αρος) Ἁδριανοῦ κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 89 ἔτους δʹ Τραϊανο[ῦ Ἁδρι]|ανοῦ Καίσα[ρος Σ]ε[β]αστο[ῦ]  
TAM IV,1 98 [ἔτους ․․ʹ Τραϊ]ανοῦ Ἁδριαν[οῦ] | [Καίσαρος] Σεβαστοῦ µηνὸς Πρε[ιετείου — —] 
κτλ.  
SEG 39:1342 ἔ|τους | βʹ τῶν κυρ|ίων ἡµῶν Αὐτο||κρατόρων Μ. Ἰουλί|ου Φιλίππου κ|αὶ Μ. 
Ἰουλίου Φιλίπ|που Καίσαρος κτλ.  
2. Era preceded by ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ: 
Kios: IK Kios 15 [ἀγαθ]ῇ τύ[χῃ]· ἔτους κβʹ Αὐτοκ[ρ]άτορος Ἀντωνείν[ο]υ Διὶ κτλ.  
IK Kios 7 ἀγαθῇ [τύχῃ]. | ἔτους δʹ τῶν [κυρίων ἡ]|µ[ῶν] Αὐτοκρατ[όρων Γαΐου] | Οὐα[λ]ερί[ου 
Διοκλητια]||ν[οῦ καὶ Μ. Αὐρ. Οὐαλ. Μα]|ξιµιανοῦ κτλ.  
Nicaea:  
IK Iznik 726 ἀγαθῇ [τύχῃ] | ἔτους δʹ τῶν [κυρίων ἡ]|µ[ῶν] Αὐτοκρατ[όρων Γαίου] | Οὐα[λ]ερί[ου 
Διοκλητια]||ν[οῦ καὶ Μ. Αὐρ. Οὐαλ. Μα]|ξιµιανοῦ κτλ.  
IK Iznik 1207 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ· | ἔτους γιʹ | ἐπὶ Αὐτοκράτο|[ρ]ος Καίσα[̣ρος] || Ἀντωνείν[ου κτλ.  
IK Iznik 1209 [ἀγ]αθῇ τύχῃ· | [ἔτ]ους ζ ̣ʹ  το̣ῦ̣ ̣[Αὐτοκρά(?)]|[το]ρο̣ς̣ ̣Τρ̣α̣ι̣α̣[̣νοῦ] | [Ἁ]δρ̣ι̣α̣ν̣ο̣ῦ 
Καί̣σ̣α̣ρ̣ο̣ς̣ ̣κτλ.  
IK Iznik 1129 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ· | ἔτους ειʹ | Τραιανοῦ Ἁδρια|νοῦ Καίσαρο<ς> Σεβαστοῦ κτλ. ἀγαθῇ 
τύχῃ. 
Nicomedia:  
TAM IV,1 23 ἀγαθῇ [τύχῃ]. | ἔτους ἐνάτου | Αὐτοκράτορι Καί|[σ]αρι θεοῦ Τραϊα||νοῦ Παρθικοῦ 
[υἱῶι], | θεοῦ Νέρουα υ[ἱωνῶι], | [Τραϊανῶι Ἁδρια]νῶι | Σεβαστ[ῶι κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 67 ἀγαθῇ τύχη. | αἴτους ηιʹ | Ἀντωνίνου | Καίσαρος κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 78 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | ἔτους ιηʹ Ἀν|τω[νεί]νου Καίσα|ρος κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 82 ἀγαθῇ τύχῃ. | ἔτους θιʹ Ἀντωνείνου | Καίσαρος κτλ.  
!295
3. Era placed at the end of dedicatory text:  
Nicaea:  
IK Iznik 1130 Τίτος Φλάβι|ος Κασιανὸς | Διὶ συνγενι|κῷ εὐχήν· || ἔτους ηιʹ. 
Nicomedia:  
TAM IV,1 26 ll. 6-7 [ἔτ]ους θʹ Σεουήρου καὶ | Ἀντωνείνου Σεβαστῶν κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 35 [ἔτους ․ʹ] Ἀντωνεί[νου Καίσαρος] | [µηνὸς] Πρειετ[είου — — —]  
TAM IV,1 59 ἔτους γʹ Ἁδριανοῦ Καίσα|ρος Πριετήου ̣δʹ.  
TAM IV,1 60 ἔτους δευτέρου | Νέρουα Τρα|ειανοῦ Κέσα|ρος κτλ.  
TAM IV,1 79 ll. 6-7 ἔτους θʹ Σεουήρου καὶ | Ἀντωνίνου Σεβαστῶν. 
Kalchedon:  
IK Kalchedon 103 ll. 6-7 ἔτους θʹ Σεουήρου καὶ | Ἀντωνίνου Σεβαστ[ῶ]ν.  
Claudiopolis:  
IK Klaudiupolis 62 ll. 6-7 ζιʹ Δύ̣(στρου), ἔτους ηʹ Ἀ[ντω]|νείνου Καίσαρος.  
SEG 36:1155 ll. 10-12 ἔτους ιʹ Ἀν[τωνεί]|νου Καίσαρος.  
4. Era in-text: 
IK Iznik 1127 Διὶ Σαουαζίῳ | καὶ δήµῳ Συλλαν|τηνῶν | ἔτους ς´ Ἀδρι|ανοῦ Καίσαρ|ος Σεβαστοῦ. 
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Appendix 4: Unknown Era from Nicaea 
IK Iznik 1306 ἔτους γιʹ· Χρήστη | Ἱπποκράτου Μάρ|κῳ τῷ ἑαυτῆς | συµβίῳ κὲ Ἱππό||τῃ τῷ υἱῷ 
ζήσαν|τι ἔτη καʹ κὲ Μαρκίᾳ [θυ]|γατρὶ ἡρµοσµένῃ{ς} | ἐτῶν ιζʹ κὲ ἑαυτῇ | µνήµης χάριν.  
IK Iznik 1354 ἔτους γιʹ· Φλαουϊανὸς Διοφά|νου ζήσας ἔτη κγʹ· | χαῖρε. || Διοφάνης Ἀρ|χελάου ζή|
σας ἔτη οαʹ. | ἔτους ζιʹ· Τίτ| θα̣,̣ Παπίου γυ|̣|[νὴ ζησάση ἔτη — — —].  
IK Iznik 1440 ἔτους ιηʹ· | Κ<λ>ωύδιος Μάξιµο[ς] | οὐ̣ετρανὸς ζήσας | ἔτη οεʹ. || χαῖρε.  
IK Iznik 1441 ἔτους βιʹ | Μ̣. Κ(λαύδιος) Ἀγρίπ|[πα]ς καὶ Αἴ(λιος) | [Ἀσ]κλ̣ηπιόδοτ[ος] || 
[Ἀρι]στ̣ειδιανῷ | [Νικο]µηδεῖ τῷ ἑαυτ[ῶν] | [πατρὶ µν]ήµης ἕνεκεν.  
IK Iznik 1465 ἔτους ηιʹ· | Π. Αἴλιος | Ἑρµίας Ἑρµι|όνῃ τῇ ἑαυτοῦ || γλυκυτάτῃ γυ|ναικὶ ζησάσῃ | 
ἔτη κεʹ, | καὶ Καλλιόπῃ | θυγατρὶ ζησάσῃ || ἔτη βʹ, | καὶ Ἑρµαδίῳ νέ|ῳ ζήσαντι | ἔτη θʹ | 
ἀνέστησεν || καὶ ἑαυτῷ ζῶν | καὶ φρονῶν· | χαῖρε.  
IK Iznik 1470 ἔτους κγʹ· | Μᾶρκος Γαΐου | ζήσας ἔτη µζʹ.  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5. CONCLUSION 
 As we conclude our discussion of the sources that we have assembled for the 
purpose of clarifying several aspects of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon and its 
relationship with constituent cities and elites, we acknowledge that the scarcity of 
information necessarily leaves many questions unanswered. There are also multiple gaps 
that remain with regard to the organisation, administration, and the full spectrum of 
activities and functions that the koinon would have been able to perform. Yet, the results 
that surface from the analyses conducted in the four chapters of this dissertation provide a 
view that exceeds the existing knowledge of both the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus as 
well as coastal Paphlagonian regionalism from Lucullus’ annexation to the third century 
CE.  
 Unlike what Christian Marek had proposed, the double province of Pontus et 
Bithynia likely were not the earliest commonalties that go back to the Republican 
period.  Instead, the Bithynian and the coastal Paphlagonian cities likely underwent a 596
prolonged process of koinon formation due to varying degrees of urban development as 
well as differing historical legacies in centralisation and autonomy. The most critical 
aspect of koinon formation for the coastal Paphlagonian cities was the lex Pompeia. This 
“provincial law” promulgated by Pompey provided the basic foundations for the forming 
of a sense of the “eparchic” identity in coastal Paphlagonia that bridged the different 
kingdoms and city-states. The promulgation of this law was likely aimed at integrating 
the broad interior of the Olgassys Mountains populated with semi-autonomous tribes and 
 Marek 2016, 416.596
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clans, but we know from Strabo’s account of Paphlagonia that the integration was still in 
its early stages when the geographer was writing in the early Julio-Claudian period. The 
sense of “eparchic” belonging may have been ritualistically rehearsed through the 
demands of the worship and celebration of the imperial cult.The High Priesthood of 
Divus Augustus may have managed or controlled the cult of Divus Augustus, and by the 
time of Claudius the imperial cult expanded under the tenure of the equestrian procurator 
Gaius Iulius Aquila of Amastris. We find it plausible that Aquila might have been highly 
influential in the Pontic region, with his successful suppression of the Mithridatic 
uprising of 47 CE the defining contribution of his imperial career. Locally, Aquila might 
have been instrumental in creating or aggrandising a syncretistic imperial cult of 
Augustus that is apparent in the investment of a monumental sculptural programme on 
the outskirts of Amastris. The assimilation of Augustus, Helios and Theos Hypsistos 
coincided with the deities that would have appeared in the oaths of loyalty regularly 
recited by the communities of coastal Paphlagonia. We attribute the formation of this 
syncretistic imperial cult to the first basic framework of an eparchic system of imperial 
cult worship that formed the kernel of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon later known as the 
Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. 
 The epigraphic evidence of the name and offices of the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus offers us a limited but incisive view of this koinon regarding two aspects: the 
koinon’s interest in its leadership’s standing in a local ephebic institution, and the 
koinon’s concerns regarding the election of its leading officials. Our assessment of these 
two points leads to several observations regarding the source of the koinon’s 
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effectiveness. First of all, while the effectiveness of the koinon was dependent upon the 
participation of the elites of coastal Paphlagonia in both financing worship and festivities 
of the imperial cult and in managing the honoring and election of their peers for the 
continuation of the koinon’s capacity to carry out these tasks, these aspects only form part 
of the dynamics in koinon-city and koinon-elite relations. A koinon whose organisational 
legitimacy was commonly recognised and legally sanctioned would become a necessary 
institution for the expression of loyalty. It would also become the authoritative elite 
assembly that ensures their expressions of loyalty were properly executed. The koinon 
leadership must be filled as a matter of necessity, because failure to do so would lead to 
financial and organisational crisis, and in turn create uncertainty in their expression of 
loyalty and communication with the imperial establishment. The authority of the koinon 
and its impact on local communities must be measured accordingly.  
 In this regard the koinon’s attentiveness to the standing of Titus Iulius Aquila as 
protos aristeus among the Amastrian neoi ought not simply to be understood as a matter 
of honor but of power. The koinon could have only honored Aquila for his contributions 
to the koinon in general, without referencing the Amastrian neoi. The koinon went 
further, however, and defined how Aquila must be perceived among the Amastrian neoi. 
One may interpret the koinon’s ability to honor as a mechanism of control that was 
different from administrative control.  
 Administrative control implies a clear chain of command and execution that 
would yield at the minimum a set of expected results. There is no clear indication that the 
Roman imperial authorities delegated or divested such powers to the coastal 
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Paphlagonian koinon to control local institutions. However, the koinon may have been 
able to use the mechanism of honor to achieve comparable results to a direct command 
and control structure. This mechanism would presumably rely upon other factors, for 
example, Aquila’s individual and familial prestige and influence on the Amastrian elite to 
generate expected returns. With the various factors taken under consideration, the elites 
of coastal Paphlagonia publically recognised the High Priest of Pontus as the leading 
figure in the Amastrian neoi, for which role he would likely have received public 
deference, and might have also held actual influence over the Amastrian neoi. Similarly, 
it was decided by the elites of coastal Paphlagonia that Aurelius Alexander, son of 
Timotheus, was to volunteer as High Priest of Pontus. As a High Priest Aurelius 
Alexander would likely attain the same deference and influence over his peers and 
koinon affairs like Titus Iulius Aquila, but his potential unwillingness may have been a 
matter of considerable tension between him and the koinon assembly. The friction may 
have been the reason for the honorific inscription that was carelessly produced with 
juxtaposed dialects and a peculiar reference to his voluntarity, or lack thereof. Unlike 
Aelius Aristides, who successfully warded off all attempts to make him perform public 
service, Aurelius Alexander may have been unsuccessful in his maneuvers, and his peers 
in the koinon assembly scored a victory in forcing him to comply and contribute in 
accordance to his social standing and wealth. This ability of the koinon to draw from the 
ranks of leading citizens to serve despite their willingness to do so is a significant mark of 
political power that need to be factored in the dynamics between the koinon and its 
member cities. Aurelius Alexander’s example also indicates that any suggestion that 
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Heraclea Pontica was “Italic” because it received a colony, and therefore “not subject to 
the same provision as the provincials,”  would have to be confined by the fact that the 597
coastal Paphlagonian koinon was influential enough to subject one of the leading 
members of Heraclea to its system of public service. 
 As for the concentration of epigraphic evidence concerning koinon officeholders 
from Amastris, this group of inscriptions provides a lateral view of the spatial and social 
distribution of participating elites in the territory of a city. Simply put, the koinon’s 
accepted authority prompted wide participation and contribution to koinon affairs, and 
was an important source of integrative pressure that prompted Amastrian elites based in 
different parts of the municipal territory to interact and select their peers. Longstanding 
families with imperial and military ties based along the coast were found to have 
recognised clans in the interior and families who were more intellectually orientated. 
Therefore, the impact of the koinon on the elite dynamics of the individual cities must 
have been wide-ranging, because the koinon was not any organisation: being exclusive 
and competitive, it was the assembly which only the most prominent members of a city 
could attend and have a say. 
 In terms of the impact of the koinon’s vitality, the attestation of koinon officials in 
most cities of the eparchia of Pontus indicates that spectacles were widely held among 
constituent cities in the second and third centuries CE, and not concentrated only in the 
metropolis. Of agonistic festivals there is close to no precise information at all, but 
Fourcade’s report of an agonistic festival in Sinope, along with the overlap of Pliny’s 
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mention of the bequest of Iulius Largus and the inscription of Titus Iulius Aquila seem to 
point to an itinerant rotation rather than a fixed location for agonistic festivities of the 
koinon. The Koinon of the Cities in Pontus might have had an egalitarian structure with 
each of its urban areas enjoying close to equal shares of responsibilities and privileges. 
Conversely, the cities of coastal Paphlagonia were competitively striving to become the 
metropolis due to the advantages that come with this status, such as being the center of 
the koinon imperial cult and the primary venue for all festivities and spectacles, which 
would entail a right to command the resources of coastal Paphlagonia. We await for 
excavations and new epigraphic discoveries to clarify these points. Yet, given the fact that 
gladiatorial spectacles of the koinon were held in a variety of places, it is likely that 
Marek is right to propose that the coastal Paphlagonian koinon’s assembly and festivities 
took place at different sites in the province, even if there were claims from cities for the 
status of capital.   598
 We notice also that the methods which the koinon used to present festivities and 
spectacles might have been a combination of monetary inducement and ephebic support. 
Young men from Amastris and Heraclea Pontica, skilled in martial arts as part of their 
ephebic training, might take an interest in participating in martial combat that can 
generally be described as gladiation, which differs somewhat from competitive martial 
arts combat, though we also discussed indications that the dividing line had blurred by 
the second century CE. In this regard the festivities hosted by the Koinon of the Cities in 
Pontus were important outlets and venues for young citizens trained in their municipal 
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ephebia to exert themselves in events that might not be found among the programmes of 
the prestigious periodoi of mainland Greece and Italy. We do not know whether the 
aggregate effects of such a system of martial combat training might have affected the 
quality or quantity of the auxiliary forces of the Roman army, but the combination of 
ephebia, koinon and martial arts categories in agonistic events of at least Heraclea 
Pontica, Amastris and perhaps Sinope seem more than physical exercise for recreational 
purposes. At least, it is necessary to consider the koinon as an organisation that promoted 
competitive programmes that were tailored to the ephebic curriculum, and not simply 
providing a venue for regional competition in the Olympic categories. 
 Finally we considered the koinon’s role in the definition of the sense of time in 
coastal Paphlagonia. Coastal Paphlagonian cities used various ways of reckoning the year 
for commemorative purposes, and while we know less about how each of the cities 
reckoned the months of a year, the natural assumption would be that there was as much 
difference as the reckoning of the year. However, from the examples of Bithynia and 
Asia, which both had provincial calendars, it is counterintuitive to assume that a koinon 
could function with little or no standard system of time reckoning for synchronising 
purposes. Our discussion finds that Amastrian time reckoning of both the month and the 
year represent the primary candidate for such a standard system of time reckoning. There 
are two main indications. The first is Sinope’s shift away from its own colonial era and in 
preference for the Lucullan era. The second is the longstanding and common usage of the 
Amastrian reckoning of the year and the month. The hypothesis is that the Macedonian-
Mithridatic calendar was widely adopted by coastal Paphlagonian cities in the Hellenistic 
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period and continued down to the Roman period, and this system of the reckoning of the 
month was the basis for the different reckonings of the year in the individual cities. 
However, the maintenance and curation of the lunar-based Macedonian-Mithridatic 
calendar required specialised knowledge, and the longstanding and common usage of the 
Macedonian-Mithridatic calendar in the territory of Amastris might have been a more 
stable and therefore reliable system, to the effect that other cities relied on it. Reliance on 
the Amastrian time reckoning system may ultimately have led to Sinope’s decision to 
switch entirely to the Amastrian reckoning system, and other coastal Paphlagonian cities 
might have been affected as well. To be precise, it may not have been that Sinope and 
other cities adopted an “Amastrian” reckoning system, but rather a commonly recognised 
system of account. Considering the stable participation of Amastrian elites in the coastal 
Paphlagonian koinon, it may be that the assembly of elites became satisfied with the 
stability and utility of the Lucullan era and the Amastrian variant of the Macedonian-
Mithridatic calendar, to the point that this combination of time reckoning became the 
established norm by the late second and early third centuries CE.  
 In conclusion, the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus in coastal Paphlagonia can be 
understood as a dynamic architecture defined within the “eparchic” parameters of the 
Augustan settlement in administrative and juridical terms. The mandatory process that 
forced the periodic selection of municipal peers to attain koinon leadership status not 
only created a socially distinct category of “koinon” elite, but also elevated the koinon to 
extraordinary status based on consensus in the eparchia. The koinon in turn became a 
respected and even potentially useful political instrument for dictating honors and social 
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standing, which could both prolong or accelerate individual and familial prominence at 
the eparchic or provincial level. Such mechanism of status generation was in essence a 
feedback loop: elites would have had the tendency to contribute more to the koinon to 
sustain the value of the honor that they attained from it, while the koinon became further 
aggrandised through continuous or even enhanced elite participation in koinon activities. 
The result was the continuous increase of the koinon’s importance among the elites of 
coastal Paphlagonia as they accessed the koinon’s architecture through political 
participation and financial investment. In extension, the social customs and norms of 
certain cities would more naturally become accepted by others due to the prominent 
representation of their elites as well as the stability of the customs and norms themselves. 
We posit that, as the koinon became inextricably embedded in the socio-political calculus 
of the elites in coastal Paphlagonia, the koinon organisation became more influential in 
its ability to affect or even dictate the social and political standing of constituent cities 
and elites. The local impact of the coastal Paphlagonian koinon was then the 
normalisation and standardisation of municipal and elite interaction across the 
mountainous terrain that separated pockets and valleys of semi-isolated communities.  
 In closing, we return to the introduction,  where we mentioned that there had 599
been continuous debate regarding how influential the koina of the eastern provinces were 
and to whom. Various points that have been cited as an indication of the koinon’s specific 
functional importance include border dispute arbitration, assisting the Roman governor in 
establishing a common calendar, and collection of customs tax. Deininger and Edelmann-
 See Introduction, section B.599
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Singer further proposed that the koina had broader impact through the representation of 
its constituency’s juridical interests and its informational value as an exchange network. 
Only a few aspects of the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus directly overlapped with those 
already known in koinon scholarship. Yet, the peculiar reach of the koinon into the 
Amastrian neoi, the admission of the volunteer High Priest in Heraclea Pontica, the 
potential connection between koinon festivities and ephebic training, and the shift of 
Sinope’s epoch to adhere to the Lucullan era of Amastris point to the likelihood that 
many aspects of everyday life in the cities of coastal Paphlagonia were influenced by the 
assembly of elites that participated the Koinon of the Cities in Pontus. The coastal 
Paphlagonian koinon was then a vital political instrument that had socio-political 
significance beyond the expression of loyalty to the imperial idea, but a form of elite 
commission that can determine local hierarchies and local standards based on collective 
consensus. The legitimacy of this elite commission was derived from the need to worship 
the emperor, but its power to influence or even control the behavior of individuals and 
cities was based upon the socio-economic standing of the participating elites. 
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